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Summary 
This study is based on Michel Foucault’s thoughts on governmentality as presented by 
Michel Dean (2010), which we apply to identify how rationality is constructed within the 
GWG regime. Our study shows how the dominating actors within the global governance on 
water all refer to the same solution; Integrated Water Resources Management. The study 
emphasizes the importance of techniques and practices’, based on notions of human 
rights and economic goods, which the rationality seems to rely upon. We also examine the 
influence of these in the interpretation of water of the GWG regime. Finally, we examine 
how knowledge is produced within the regime and how knowledge and techniques conduct 
policy-making.  
 
Keywords: Governmentality, IWRM, Global Water Governance, Poststructuralism, 
constructed rationality, Water 
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Research Field 
Clean water is a basic prerequisite, which is necessary for all human beings, in order to 
survive. The fact that water is valuable for everyone is something with which we can all 
agree. This however, leads to the question of how water should be valued. This is one of 
the central discussion points within the global governance on water management. Field 
experts say that water is a special resource, and therefore should be treated as a special 
good. Whereas economics contest that water is like any other resource, and should 
therefore be treated as an ordinary economic good in order to fit into the economic system, 
which allows us to make concrete calculations about the value of water and its use. The 
reasoning for pricing water is that it can provide a way of avoiding wasteful use, or to make 
sure that water is put to use in the places needed, so that everybody has access to clean 
water, and that it is done in an efficient and sustainable way.  
This however, has until now not been very successful, as 1.1 billion people live without 
access to clean drinking water and 3900 children die every day from water borne diseases 
(WHO.int 2006: 1). In 2003 it was determined that citizens in some of the poorest countries 
in the world pay up to 18% of their total income just for water, compared to some of the 
richer countries where citizens pay about 1-2% (Unstats 2003: 1). 
This can be seen in addition to the fact that the population of the world continues to 
increase, resulting in an increased demand for water. Water, like air, is one of the most 
vastly available resources, but also one that people will go to great lengths to obtain. 
The challenge of securing access to water for the world’s population addresses global 
arrangements because of a large row of conditions: water basins are often transboundary; 
pollution and use of water is not only confined to the local sphere but is part of a global 
eco-system; water is elemental for agriculture and production and hence international 
trade, and it implies geopolitical questions (UNESCO-IHE Hoekstra, 2006).  
Historically we have arranged and organized society according to prevailing problems and 
our efforts to find solutions to these problems. According to Foucault these solutions have 
been arranged in so-called regimes of practices, which not only arrange society, but the 
very thinking and action within society (Dean 2010: 40). With this perspective it is 
interesting to ask how the water challenge is perceived on a global institutional level, and 
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how solutions are based on specific ways of ‘thinking’ within a regime of practice, such as 
the global governance processes on the water issue? 
As the Foucauldian approach argues, regimes of practices (being local, national, or global; 
formal, or informal) have the power of constituting further organization of society; they 
produce knowledge, truths and rationalities on which laws and other formal arrangements 
are built. Which truths, forms of knowledge and rationalities can be said to be prevalent 
within GWG, and how these are influencing the formal organizations of society, is of great 
interest to us. 
On The Dublin Conference in 1992, it was stated that water has an economic value and 
should be managed as an economic good (gdrc.org: 1). This was adopted in the Rio 
Conference later the same year; but supplemented with the note that it is also a common 
good (UN 1992: 1). An overview of the publications from the events in the history of water 
governance (Unesco.org: 3) though, shows some confusion of the question of the status of 
water, whether it is assumed to be a common good or an economic good, or even a 
human right. 
However, the confusion seems to be more of a rhetorical significance rather than a 
practical one. This can be seen reflected in the articulation in some of the international 
declarations of water, as in Agenda 21 from the Rio Conference, which states that water is 
both “a natural resource and a social and economic good” (UN 1992: 1). In practice, a 
steady increase in privatization in water supplies has been noticed the past decades, in 
which a few global players play a dominant role (UNESCO-IHE Hoekstra 2006: 14).  
Major aid foundations such as the World Bank and other development banks have in the 
past decades become increasingly focused on the issue of water, and are starting to 
recognize water as a key factor to improve the economic development in a given country.  
Furthermore, water is also increasingly becoming recognized as a human right, which 
seems to have been an ongoing debate since (at least) 2002 (UN General comment 15). 
However, it was not until July 2010 that it was decided by the UN to establish water as a 
basic human right. This poses, according to us, some serious questions as whether it can 
still be considered an economic good, which allows for systems such as supply and 
demand, and privatization?   
It seems as if the few key players in the field of aid and investment have a lot of influence 
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over the direction of approaches within the field of Water management. Currently, there is 
only one main water forum (The World Water Forum). This forum seems to be very 
dedicated to the notion of water as an economic good and the furthering of the Integrated 
Water Resource Management (IWRM) approach.  
What holds the GWG together, and on which basis does it construct agreements, 
declarations and strategies? As the IWRM approach is referred to so often, it must play a 
central role in the global governance processes; we would like to examine how this can be 
considered a convenient container of a row of elements and dimensions that manages to 
enclose all the key elements needed by the regime to appear efficient, legitimate and 
successful. IWRM seems to be a product representing the collected knowledge of the 
regime, it is included in policies, declarations, international agreements, and is advertised 
by all major players within the field of water as being the only real solution for global water 
issues. Furthermore it is based on the notion of water as an economic good and therefore 
it can be argued that it fits into the framework already established by the marked economy. 
How can IWRM then be understood as a representation of the regime of practice that 
structures the global view of water? Based on the thought of Michel Foucault on 
governmentality (presented by Mitchell Dean) we will explore the rationality within the 
regime of global water governance and the efforts to build up a regime of consensus on 
the solutions to the water problem. Though this analysis and this theoretical framework, we 
would like to provide a nuanced, and perhaps also novel, perspective and understanding 
of global governance on an issue so essential for life. 
 
Research Question:  
The problem we wish to examine in this study can therefore be formulated in the question: 
How is rationality within global water governance constructed and how does it interpret 
water? 
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Methods 
In this section we will account for our methodological and theoretical basis, which we will 
employ to analyze the constitution of the Global Governance on water, the discourses it 
makes use of, and how rationality is constructed.  
We argue that within the Global Water Governance regime there are opposing approaches 
to the management and conceptualization of water resources, expressed in terms such as 
human rights, public good or economic good. How these are linked and articulated will be 
a central focal point. As our overall focus is on the governance system and the knowledge 
and truth produced within this, we examine the governance structure and the techniques 
that rely upon, i.e. notions of public and economic goods and human rights. Our 
epistemological angle in the Global Water Governance will be studying it as a ‘regime’, in 
accordance with the concept of regime of practice and regime of government1 by Foucault, 
in Dean (2010). This will be elaborated in the presentation of Governmentality, and in the 
section “Global Water Governance Regime”.  
Epistemology and ontology 
To substantiate our argument we base our analysis on the “Governmentality” concept by 
Michel Foucault (1926-1984) as presented by Mitchell Dean. The use of this theory implies 
a certain ontological and epistemological perception of reality, which we will now briefly 
present. The basis for a governmentality approach, in global political science, is exploring 
how thinking, governmental techniques and practices are constructing policies, institutional 
identity and rationality. This is in line with post-structuralism, which is also, to a large 
degree, developed on the basis of the thought by Foucault. This “school of thought” aims 
at examining what appears to be natural and self-evident, as issues that have been 
constructed historically. David Campbell presents it in this way: “it is about disclosing the 
assumptions and limits that have made things as they are, so that what appears natural 
and without alternative can be rethought and reworked” (Campbell 2007: 214, in Dunne, 
Kurki, Smith 2007). 
                                            
1 Dean (and Foucault) use the term ‘government regime’, or ‘regime of government’, which we allow ourselves to 
translate to ‘governance regime’, or ‘regime of governance’ 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The governmentality thesis is, in accordance with post-structuralism more generally, that 
knowledge production should be understood as a conductor, forming the conduct of 
subjects (people, nation states, institutions, regimes etc.) (Dean 2010: 27-28, Campbell 
2007: 214, in Dunne, Kurki, Smith 2007). Knowledge, as well as language, works as a 
discursive instrumentalization of power. This theoretical approach sees the world and its 
phenomena as constituted by the discursive conditions of emergence; it is anti-essentialist 
and anti-universalistic, which means that it wants to dig into what is taken for granted and 
“naturalized” (Campbell 2007: 217). What is the focal point for poststructuralists, as well as 
governmentality-researchers, is that there is nothing outside the discourse; when we study 
societal and political phenomena we ask how it has been problematized, rationalized and 
how it discursively has emerged – we are not interested it whether a material world 
external to thought exists or not (ibid: 219). The intent is not to discover how it really is, but 
how it appears and how it shapes behavior and thinking of actors. As Campbell argues, 
post-structuralism is, as an approach, inherently critical. This is explained by Foucault in 
the following way: 
“A critique is not a matter of saying that things are not right as they are. It is a matter of 
pointing out on what kinds of assumptions, what kinds of familiar, unchallenged, 
unconsidered modes of thought the practices that we accept rest […] thought [...] is 
something that is often hidden, but which always animates everyday behavior […] to show 
that things are not as self-evident as one believed […] practicing criticism is a matter of 
making facile gestures difficult” (Foucault 1988: 154-5, in Campbell 2007: 214). 
With this theoretical basis we will study the global processes of governance dealing with 
managing water. Our analysis will be based on the steps of analysis presented by Mitchell 
Dean as a way of examining a regime of practice. This leads the focus on how it is 
constituted by historically constructed thoughts and rationalities, and how it is forming 
future thinking and rationalizing. We will briefly present how the analytical approach will be 
used in the structure of this study.  
Methodology and sequence of the chapters 
The governmentality analytics of government is based on four dimensions, and they are to 
be seen as constituting each other, rather than separate elements of a regime (Dean 
2010: 42). This analytics of government has helped us formulating our analytical 
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questions. The sequence of the sections: “Rights and goods”, and “The Global Water 
Governace Regime” function parallel, in the sense that they present different angles of the 
identification of the Global Water Governance regime, but all deal with the question of 
“how is rationality within GWG constructed?”. 
 
The first section “The Global Water Governance Regime” will present some of the central 
actors that we believe play a significant role in constituting the regime on water 
governance, and how the regime has evolved since its formation (1977 as the formal year, 
even though it is important to be aware that what happened in 1977 builds on several 
occasions and discussions before that time). This section also identifies the way problems 
are perceived and visualized, and what are the overall topics discussed by these actors. 
Here the empirical data come from statements, scientific contributions, institutional 
remarks and theoretical consideration about governance dynamics and the actors within 
GWG regime (Global Water Partnership, United Nations organs, World Water Council, 
World Water Forum, etc.). This section is based on the first dimension of the analytic of 
government, which is about forms of visibility, leading to technical aspects, on which 
rationality is built. 
The second section, “IWRM discourse”, examines how the Integrated Water Resources 
Management-discourse is prevalent within the GWG regime, and how the actors refer to 
this in various ways. We believe that this is a central technique of the regime in 
establishing itself as legitimate, efficient and ethical. This section covers the bridge 
between forms of visibility and techniques, the first two dimensions of the analytic of 
government.  
In order to further map out the different techniques and practices, to determine whether 
there is a common inherent rationality within the GWG, we examine the framework on 
which different conceptions of water is build. We do this by presenting some economic 
considerations, which helps to understand the complexities regarding water as a social 
and an economic good, and how it is also articulated, and declared, a human right. We do 
this by studying selected institutions, international human rights declarations regarding 
water, and inter-governmental agreements of a common international environmental 
agenda, such as the “General Comment 15” and “Agenda 21” from the Rio summit in 
  11 
1992. This is done so we can see what approach the prevalent discourse(s) inherently 
emphasizes. This third section is in this sense dealing with the technical aspects of the 
governance regime, but also leads to some considerations on how rationality is 
constructed within the regime, and what seems to be the rationality.  
The last section, “Production of knowledge and forming of policy”, before the conclusion, 
deal with the production of knowledge within the GWG regime. This is a central aspect of 
the global discussions on water, and is also crucial in a governmentality approach. By 
studying the knowledge and expertise within the regime we can point to essential 
techniques of the regime, and also identify what appears to be the rationalities of the GWG 
regime. 
 
The fourth dimensions of the analytics of government, ‘construction of identities’, do not 
have its own section in this study. However we refer to it through the chapters, and will 
also make some remarks on it in our conclusion. The identities (actors) that are governed 
can in this case be seen as institutions, forums, nation-states and in some sense also 
water-consumers in general. We realized that in order to be able to cover the GWG regime 
sufficiently, we had to maintain the focus on the global processes of decision-making and 
the technical aspects that co-construct rationality. Therefore the notions on the shaping of 
identities and institutional behavior will have a more perspectival character through our 
study.  
Conclusions will be gathered in our last section “conclusion and further perspectives”, 
where we both reflect on what we have described, take in other and alternative 
perspectives, and consider the validity of our study.  
Working definitions 
Globalization 
As the global water system are interconnected and non-separable, therefore water related 
problems are global environmental issues rather than something that can be reduced to 
national level. This was confirmed at the initiation of water management as a global issue 
at the Mar del Plata conference in 1977. As environmental problems are often 
transboundary, and we are concerned with the prevalent rationality within the GWG 
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regime, assumptions of how we perceive these environmental problems are conclusive. 
Following the understanding of power in the poststructuralist approach within International 
Relations, the state should not be seen as a possessor of power as such. With the view on 
power as dispersed and fragmented, the governmentality approach is fitting for our study 
in its understanding of contemporary global politics, where ‘power’ is not centered on the 
nation state (Larner & Wallace 2004: 4). The focus is rather that power is in the relations, 
in the language, in the knowledge and in the thinking (Campbell 2007: 215, 219). What are 
to be studied then, are the discourses and the rationalities that surround the states from 
inside and outside, and how this affects state behavior. Though this is not the central focal 
point of this study, it is important in understanding our perception of globalization.  
Referring to the water as a global issue, the nation-state is not neglected, but seen in a 
complex relation in which not only capabilities, diplomacy and economy play a role, but 
also chains of knowledge, information and language. The rationality that we wish to 
highlight is therefore not to be found within a statist framework, but rather within a 
governance system that relies on knowledge and techniques when shaping policy on a 
global scale. Our epistemological focus is therefore on the GWG and the produced 
knowledge due to ontological assumptions of the conduct of states to be determined 
through global knowledge production.   
Discourse and theory  
A poststructuralist discourse is defined as: "a specific series of representations and 
practices through which meanings are produced, identities constituted, social relations 
established, and political and ethical outcomes made more or less possible" (Campbell 
2007: 226). We work with an interpretation of economics as being of a discursive matter, 
which means that economic theoretical notions and techniques are treated as contingent 
interpretations of a prevalent rationality. Economics is relied upon in a fashion where 
practices and representations of economic laws conduct meaning within the regime. It is 
therefore important to clarify these practices in order to map out meaning and rationality 
within the governance system. As discourses are not only concerned about linguistic 
constructions, but also performative materializations (Ibid: 227), this leads us to our 
definition of discourse on the modes of representations constituting the domain, in which 
actors navigate (Ibid: 227). Poststructuralism therefore treats "theory" as an object for 
analysis rather than treating theory as a tool for analysis (Ibid: 227-228). This makes in our 
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case an analysis of the theoretical background of economics necessary in order to map 
out what "privilege certain understandings of global politics" and how these exclude others 
(Ibid: 228, according to how the term public and economic good are used by the regime. 
This means that the economic theoretical representations are addressed in this study as 
expressions of a contingent rationality. The tools we use to explain water related issues 
are: Economic cost (among opportunity cost), demand and supply and price elasticity. 
These techniques are brought in to answer where the prevalent rationality derives from 
and which mechanisms it uses to establish its legitimacy and universality. Our goal is not 
to answer our research question in economic terms, but we considered some economic 
assumptions necessary to understand the rationality of the GWG. 
 
Theoretical background 
Global Governmentality 
Wendy Larner and William Walters have in their book “Global Governmentality, Governing 
international spaces” (2004) widened the thoughts of Michel Foucault on governmentality 
that he lectures on in 1978, and which has since then been elaborated by both Foucault, 
and a row of other authors. The Larner & Walter contribution takes it to perspectives that 
go beyond the nation-state, dealing with issues and questions that have global 
dimensions. The term governmentality deals with the way we think about governing, 
meaning examining the mentalities and rationalities of government. Mind you, not a 
national government, but the ‘action of governing’.   
The Global Governmentality-approach is seen as “a heading of studies that problematize 
the constitution and governance of spaces above, beyond, across and between states” 
(Larner & Walters 2004: 2), i.e. it is a critical approach. But the critique does not lie within 
an aim of revealing some kind of falseness of ideologies, or ‘real’ relations of subordination 
(Dean 2010: 5), but in the way it can bring to light to connection between discourses, 
regimes, laws, institutions and how population is ruled, and rules itself in relation to 
specific norms and rationalities within the above mentioned spheres.  
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The authors of Global Governmentality do not use the term ‘global’ to argue whether the 
world is more global today than earlier, but to focus on the rationalities, “truth-productions” 
and mentalities that go beyond the nation-state (not to say they cannot be within nation-
states as well). We use the presentation of Governmentality by Mitchell Dean in his book 
“Governmentality, Power and Rule in Modern Society” (2010), which accounts for how to 
understand and use the thought by Foucault on the question of rule and government. 
 
Power and the power/knowledge/identity relation 
One of the key aspects of the governmentality approach is its conception of power. First of 
foremost focus should be taken away from ‘the state’ as the possessor of power; power in 
this sense cannot be possessed as such, but lies within the relations between knowledge 
production, routines, institutionalized arrangements of society and identity of actors. This 
leads to the connection of thought and government (being that of a business, a state, an 
institution, a self etc.). Practices of government have to do with the production of ‘particular 
truths’ in the social, cultural and political practices. We are governed, and govern 
ourselves according to what we believe is true, and what seems logical or rational to us 
(Dean 2010: 27).  
The notion of ‘conduct of conduct’ is central to governmentality. It implies governing by 
means of facilitating, shaping and re-shaping the actions and behavior of human beings 
(Dean 2010: 22-23). Dean explains the core of government within this approach, the 
‘conduct of conduct’, as a “… more or less calculated and rational activity […] employing a 
variety of techniques and forms of knowledge, that seeks to shape conduct by working 
through desires, aspirations, interests and beliefs…” (Dean 2010: 18).  
In this sense, it is important that people are free to act, and free to think; therefore a key 
aspect to this idea of government is freedom. If a person is not free to act or think, its 
behavior cannot be governed; because government in this sense not only implies being 
governed by others, but also to govern oneself (ibid. 21-23).  
What is also important in this understanding of government is that behavior is not only 
formed (by rationalities, concepts of truth and logics), it also gives rise to different ways of 
onwards forming and producing truths (Dean 2010: 27). During the utilization of the 
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market-economy, as the way to form our economy, production of new knowledge about 
inflation, employment, trade etc. is produced. This leads the way for the market-economic-
regime of practice to shape new rationalities, logics and truths. With this dimension it 
becomes clear how societies are not fixed or stable, but fluent and continuously changing, 
and therefore should be studied as so.  
The analytics of government 
The analytics of government, as presented by Mitchell Dean, is based on four dimensions 
of what Dean calls a regime of practice. These four are not reducible to one another, but 
they presuppose each other; therefore all of them should be taken into account when 
studying a regime; transformation of a regime can happen along each or any of the 
dimensions, but often affect one another when transformed (Dean 2010: 44). The four 
dimensions are following: 
1) Fields of visibility of government 
By identifying the diverse ways of visualizing the fields to be governed, it is made 
possible to ‘picture’ who and what to be governed, what problems to be solved, how 
actors are to be connected with one another and what objectives are to be sought. 
Dean uses Foucaults concept of ‘diagrams’ of power and authority, where 
Bentham’s Panopticon might be the most famous diagram, as an example of 
visibility of government. Examples could be tables of data, a map, an architectural 
drawing or a pie chart (Dean 2010: 42). 
2) The technical aspect of government (techne) 
Here the question is by what means, mechanism, procedures, instruments, tactics, 
techniques, technologies and vocabularies is authority constituted and rule 
accomplished? Technical means are a condition of governing, and they often define 
what is possible and impossible to rule, because of occasional technical or practical 
limits of a strategy or tool of governing (ibid.). 
3) Government as a rational and thoughtful activity (episteme) 
This concerns the forms of knowledge that arise from the activity of governing, and 
how the forms of knowledge affect the activity of governing. Here the questions are: 
what forms of thought, expertise, strategies, calculations and rationalities are 
employed in practices of governing, and how are they transformed by thought? The 
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connection of ‘thought’ and ‘government’ (which encapsulates the term 
governmentality) takes its definite material form in a text, a set of regulations, a 
graph etc.) (Ibid.). 
4) The formation of identities 
The last dimension deals with identifying which forms of individual and collective 
identity the governing operates, and how programs of government try to form 
specific identities. What forms of behavior are presupposed and expected, and what 
are problematized (and then reformed)? Regimes of government do not determine 
specific forms of subjectivity, but they promote and attribute capacities, qualities 
and statuses to particular agents. It is about how we ensure and facilitate specific 
forms of identification, which are ‘wanted’ by the specific regime (ibid.: 44). 
Counter­conduct and flexibility of regimes 
To study phenomena in a Foucauldian perspective implies an anti-deterministic approach 
(Dean 2010: 33). When mentioning conduct of conduct and structuring the field of possible 
action of an actor, it is crucial to mention that counter-conduct is possible as well (Dean 
2010: 10, 21). Actors cannot be reduced to puppets whose behavior can be predicted; 
they are free and can act freely, hence they are can also act against the regime, if they 
want to change the conduct of the regime (ibid.).  
Gavin Kendall (2004) presents in his contribution to the book Global Governmentality a 
notion of flexibility of regimes, and how it has to be open for other perspectives. He uses a 
metaphor of how we construct a one-way-street to avoid chaos; ‘order’ is in this context 
equal to accomplished governance. The idea is to build a system where it becomes only 
possible to move in one direction. This he links with Foucault’s ‘power-knowledge’ relation. 
‘Knowledges’ can be understood as devices or packages that enable a certain space to be 
connected up with another space, through which all actors have to pass to be constructed. 
For an association to become a ‘one-way-street’ production of knowledge that can be easy 
and efficiently used in a network is required. Knowledge in this perspective should be 
understood as not only research and specific studies, but also materials, texts, speeches, 
institutions, ways of acting and ways of problematizing. These, he says, are all associated 
together in a ‘convenient package’ (Kendall 2004: 65), indicating that it is created to be 
usable, relevant and ‘desired’. 
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But what is also required to create a ‘one-way-street’ is flexibility. The regime has to 
construct associations, which can discover and consider pitfalls, and then reformulate or 
reroute if necessary (Kendall 2004: 65). It implies adopt now perspectives and being open 
for critique; if not, it cannot work in the long run (ibid.: 64).  
Rationalities? 
Rationality in this context means the way of reasoning and calculating within a regime; a 
way of responding to a problem in a more or less systematic way, drawing upon bodies of 
knowledge and expertise available (Dean 2010: 24). The term ‘mentality’ entails the idea 
that thinking is a collective activity according to “the bodies of knowledge, belief and 
opinion in which we are immersed” (Dean 2010: 24). Mentalities of rule often include a-
rational elements, as when political discourses and vocabulary rely on imagery and 
concepts that with emotional resonances (Dean 2010: 25). Rationality then, should not be 
confused with the concept of rational choice, or some kind of objective or hegemonic 
rationally per se.  
We ask to the rationalities of the GWG on this theoretical background described above. 
We do this, because we believe that it can guide us in identifying how the regime of Global 
governance on water-issues construct the logic of perceiving water as a social, economic, 
environmental good and a human right, that all should have access to. By structuring the 
study with inspiration from the analytics of government constituted by the four dimensions 
of a practice regime we will have our eyes on how the GWG regime can be understood as 
a regime of governance.  
Analysis 
The Global Water Governance Regime 
 
The Global Water Governance consists of an array of actors, processes, movements and 
declarations, which are formed by governmental and intergovernmental organizations, 
publications and institutions. The presumably most visible part of the governance-
processes are the several forums and so-called “mega-conferences” that have taken place 
since the first Water Summit in 1977, in Mar Del Plata. The aim of this chapter is to identify 
the actors that constitute the global governance on water, and which dominant techniques 
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and practices they make use of, in order to come across as an effective and relevant 
global player achieving their goals and fulfilling their tasks on water supply for the world’s 
population. We have already referred to these networks as a ‘Global Water Governance 
Regime’ (GWG regime), which will be argued for in the following section. We build our 
understanding of the GWG regime on the theory of governance regime by Mitchell Dean. 
This implies viewing arrangements and processes of authority within society as regimes of 
practices that have an implicit power over thinking and action. As we present in the 
following, the GWG can be understood as a governance regime. 
In order to argue which actors we view as being constituents of the GWG regime, and how 
they interrelate and appear as relevant and legitimate, we will draw upon the two first 
dimensions of the analytic. They are dealing with forms of visibility and procedures, tactics, 
techniques and vocabularies. 
‘Governance’ and ‘regime’? 
The combination of governance and regime could be understood as either redundant or 
contradictory. Our basis is that it can provide a relevant description of the current 
governance of water on the global scale. ‘Regime’ refers to a field of practice constituted 
convergent principles and ideas (Krasner 1983: 2), which is a notion that turned out to be 
relevant when examining the global management of water. Reviewing the enormous 
amount of literature on global water management, ‘Global Water Governance’ seems to be 
a common composition. According to the general understanding of global governance it 
includes a variety of phenomena and actors, such as international organizations; global 
social movements; civil society; states; private organizations; public-private networks; 
transnational rule making; and forms of private authority (Dingwerth & Pattberg 2006: 189). 
Before we begin the analysis of GWG as a regime, an account of some of the definitions 
on global governance and international regimes is needed and will be presented in the 
following. There is a large, ongoing debate within the studies of international relations, 
which we will not attempt to cover in this paper; rather we will present some of the 
seemingly most dominant perceptions of the two terms. On that basis we will analyze what 
and who constitute the current GWG regime, and how they interrelate by referring to the 
same solution (The Integrated Water Resources Management, IWRM). 
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Global governance 
Fukuyama noted on Global Governance (GG) in 2006:”…this [GG] constitutes not a single 
world government, but a collection of institutions through which a system of ’multi-
lateralism’ can operate” (Fukuyama 2006, in Heywood 2007: 156). With the processes of 
globalization, a huge amount of decision-making is now taking place on a supranational 
and global level, instead of on the national level. One of the most dominant contributions to 
the debate on GG is the article by Rosenau “Governance in the Twenty-first Century”, 
published in the first edition of the Global Governance journal from 1995. Here he presents 
a broad definition, stating that “global governance is conceived to include systems of rule 
at all levels of human activity—from the family to the international organization—in which 
the pursuit of goals through the exercise of control has transnational repercussions” 
(James N. Rosenau, “Governance in the Twenty-first Century,” Global Governance 1, no. 
1 (1995): 13, in Dingwerth & Pattberg 2006: 189). According to The Global Governance 
Project (www.glogov.org)2, the GG contains three criteria: 1) ‘multiactor governance’ 
(increasing participation of actors other than states, ranging from private actors such as 
multinational corporations and (networks of) scientists and environmentalists to public non-
state actors such as intergovernmental organizations), 2) ‘public-private and private-
private rule-making, and implementation partnerships’ and 3) ‘multilevel governance’ 
(vertical and horizontal rule-making and rule-implementation) (Zelli 2008: iii). This means 
that global governance, in this view, has to do with a broad raft of actors, global and supra 
national, as well as national, who may have opposing interests, but try to make rules on 
the same issue, implying that they work for the same goal, but including discussion, 
compromises and opposing views. 
 
International regime 
The theory of international regimes was prevalent before the entrance of the ‘global 
governance’ concept in IR-studies. Stephen Krasner formulated in his book “International 
Regimes” from 1983, that “international regimes can be defined as sets of implicit or 
                                            
2 GlovGov is a joint research program of eleven European research institutions, which seeks to advance 
understanding of the new actors, institutions and mechanisms of global governance, especially in the field of 
sustainable development (Zelli 2008: iii), 
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explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around which actors’ 
expectations converge in a given area of international relations” (Krasner 1983: 2). 
By ‘principles’ he means beliefs of facts, causation and rectitude, ‘norms’ implies 
standards of behavior (rights and obligations for actions), and ‘decision-making 
procedures’ are prevailing practices for making and implementing collective choices (ibid.). 
So a regime implies, according to this definition, convergence of expectations (interests), 
and if we include his perception of change and eventual threat of a regime, the importance 
of coherence in the staple principles and norms becomes clear. 
A regime is constituted first and foremost on norms and principles, and Krasner explains 
that if they change, it is a change of the very regime itself (ibid.). Changes in rules and 
decision-making procedures are changes within regimes - as long as principles and norms 
stay the same. As an example he discerns between orthodox liberalism and embedded 
liberalism, because they involve differences over norms and principles and therefore 
define different regimes (ibid.:4). 
What is a central point for the distinction between international regime and global 
governance is his notion on how a regime is weakened. It happens, he writes, when “… 
the principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures of a regime become less 
coherent, or if actual practice is increasingly inconsistent with the principles, norms, rules 
and decision-making procedures” (ibid.:5). This underlines the presumption that a regime 
is constituted by consent and convergence of interests. So decisive opposing views and 
interests cannot exist within a regime; or at least then it is a weakened regime. What then 
constitutes a stable and strong regime, and how is it maintained on a global level? This, 
among other questions, will be addressed in the following examination of the GWG. 
 
The prevalence of Global Water Governance 
The Foucauldian approach assume that a regime of governance is characterized by an 
ability to frame the field of thinking, action and imagination on the specific issue that it is 
dealing with. A regime of governance cannot be understood as a fixed and sudden matter; 
rather it builds on historical arrangements and practices and technologies that come from 
other already established spheres of society. To picture the current regime of GWG, we 
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will now present the prevalence and evolvement of GWG. The former IWRM expert in 
UNESCO, and current PhD in Environmental Sciences and Policy from Central European 
University F. G. Mukhtarov writes “global efforts to establish an international regime in 
water resources have been taken place since the 1977 UN Water Conference in Mar del 
Plata”(Mukhtarov 2007: 2). To solve the challenge of providing water for the population of 
the world, international institutions have, since 1977 tried to reach a point of agreement 
about how to manage water. Finding an effective and possible way of doing that includes 
working for a broad consensus between all actors, who are considered having authority 
within the GWG. The Global Governance of Water must, to use the words of Mukhtarov, 
establish itself as a regime, indicating building up a “water consensus”. 
There have been several conferences and forums related to water-scarcity issues, with the 
purpose of both raising public awareness of the issues, and establishing common grounds 
for dealing with the challenges related to water. These forums usually consist of a mix of 
governmental officials (representatives from ministries) to various inter-governmental 
organizations, professional organizations, various scientific experts and NGOs. 
The most influential of these are the two UN-led conferences in 1977 (Mar Del Plata), 
1992 (Rio De Janeiro), the ICWE(International Conference on Water and Environment) or 
“Dublin Conference on Water” in 1992, and the World Water Forums, created by The 
World Water Council, which is organized once every 3 years since its conception in 
1997(worldwatercouncil.org: 1). The UN conferences in the 1970s and the 1990s were a 
part of a wider array of UN conferences in those decades that dealt with development, 
human rights and other ‘critical issues’. Although the 1977 conference was exclusively 
dedicated to water, there was no conference on water on its own in 1992. The Rio 
conference dealt with Environment and Development more broadly. The large document 
from that meeting, Agenda 21, has only one chapter (no. 18) dedicated to water, which 
adopts the principles from the Dublin conference earlier the same year (UN 1992: 1). In 
Rio, few water professionals from developing countries participated, and it was almost 
exclusively dominated by the officials from the Environment ministries, as Biswas from 
‘Third World Centre for Water Management’, among others, has noted (Biswas 2004:1, 
Rahaman&Varis 2005:16). Several researchers argue that the conference in Mar del Plata 
has been the most significant happening in the history of water management (Ibid.). 
Biswas refers to the recommendation of the Mar del Plata-summit that the period 1980 to 
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1990 should be proclaimed as the International Water Supply and Sanitation Decade, as 
an example of it impact (Biswas 2004: 2). UNESCO has made a list of the ‘water 
milestones’ since 1977 (UNESCO.org: 2), which shows how the water issue between 1978 
and 1992 became ‘reduced’ to an “International Drinking Water and Sanitation Decade” 
from 1981-1990. The symbolic and discursive value of this, though, should not be ignored; 
declaring a decade to an issue is also a way of framing the field of discussion, focus and 
solutions. At least it makes the global water actors appear as being responsible and willing 
to solve the challenges with water. 
What the UNESCO milestones (ibid.) also shows is that today the amount of conferences 
and institutions, both small and big, dealing with water seem to have increased. This 
though, may be seen as a part of a bigger tendency of Global Governance in general, an 
example of this is the website www.conferencealerts.com. 
The forums and conferences on water have all, since 1977, built on each other, and 
related to former declarations, in the new documents. The first World Water Forum (WWF) 
in Marrakech, 1997 proclaimed that “The Forum calls on governments, international 
organizations, NGO's and the peoples of the World to work together in a renewed 
partnership to put into practice the Mar del Plata and Dublin Principles and Chapter 18 of 
the Rio Summit” (Worldwatercouncil.org: 1). 
This has then provided the line for the following forums, and GWG more generally. The 
overall goal of the WWF’s, as stated by the Water Forum in Istanbul 2009, is to have 
governments and organizations meet to discuss how to manage water in the future, and at 
the same time raise awareness by inviting stakeholders to partake in the forums 
(Worldwatercouncil.org: 3). 
The WWF’s and conferences though, are often criticized for being pure intentions, without 
real implementation (Mukhtarov 2007; Biswas 2004; Rahaman&Varis 2005). Biswas also 
says “United Nations system has never critically analyzed the efficiency of the processes 
used for organising these world conferences, their relative strengths and weaknesses, and 
the impacts of the final outcomes”(Biswas 2004: 3-4). Consequently, he states, the WWF’s 
and UN systems continue with the same mistakes from one conference to another(ibid.). 
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Who participate in GWG? 
The ’Water Links Section’ of the UNESCO Water Portal (UNESCO.org: 2) can give an 
overview of the huge amount of actors dealing with water on a national, international and 
multinational level. It shows that there are 232 governmental organizations, 55 inter-
governmental organizations, 203 non-governmental organizations and associations, 36 
professional organizations, and 114 United Nations System Programs and Agencies (such 
as UNESCO, and the World Bank). An example of a very dominant Non-Governmental 
Organization is the Global Water Partnership, GWP, which since its creation in 1996 has 
formulated abundant reports and publications of water management. The World Water 
Council, WWC should also be perceived as a dominant professional player within GWG, 
with the World Water Forums as it flagship. The WWC and GWP are declared ‘strategic 
allies’, (GWP.org: 2). We have found that the World Bank plays an extremely crucial role in 
the GWG, both forming large publications on global water management, pointing at IWRM 
as the strategy to manage water in the best way, and then by having the financial power to 
facilitate huge development projects, often including IWRM. This is, in a governmentality-
approach, central components of the dispersed rule, because it can be said to influence 
the very foundation for governing, which then affects the inherent thinking and questioning 
of the regime, and those to be governed The World Bank is responsible, not only for a 
large portion of development aid funding worldwide3, but also for the creation of other 
water related organizations. They have created or initiated some of the most prominent 
and powerful institutions dealing with water, such as The World Water Council (WWC), 
The Global Water Partnership (GWP) and the World Commission on Water for the 21st 
Century (Lloyd et al. 2005: 58)4. Through their near relation with these central actors within 
GWG, the World Bank can be said to be one of the key players in the international field of 
water management. Through lending, the World Bank is able to facilitate the development 
of recipient countries. This is further explained in the UNESCO research report no. 20, 
where it is stated that: “as a result of the process of privatisation in the water supply sector 
during the past two decades in several countries, water supplies have fallen to an 
increasing degree into the hands of large multinationals. Made possible and stimulated by 
                                            
3 lending for water resource development accounted for about 16% of all World Bank lending over the past 
decade, (Lloyd et al. 2005: 58) 
4 The same is argued for by Italian economist Riccardo Petrella in the english addition of Le Monde 
Diplomatique (mondediplo.com:1), in addition, they also list each other as partners on their own official 
webpages 
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the loan practice of the World Bank” (UNESCO-IHE Hoekstra 2006: 12). The World Bank 
can be seen as a very dominant player in forming the idea of development, especially 
through its ‘structural adjustment programs’ that have come with the loans (Held & 
McGrew 2007: 148). More generally it can be claimed that the World Bank has, since the 
beginning of its large lending programs to the poorer countries, influenced the perception 
of ‘development’ and the frames of reference to ‘development’ on a global scale(Goldman 
2007: 788-790). We believe that this can be considered a central element in the question 
on water, and the consent on water being an economic good, as well as a social good. We 
will come back to this in the following sections of this study as well. 
A governance regime 
The central actors constituting the fields of GWG seem to interrelate to a high degree; they 
all refer to IWRM as the strategy that will solve the world water crisis5, and they build their 
declarations and publications of the knowledge produced by themselves. Even though 
there are also some actors who pull in other directions, by criticizing IWRM for being too 
less concrete, no authority within GWG seems to substantially question the very principles 
of the Dublin conference or the future success of IWRM. Though, there are few critical 
voices in the GWG, but what we will present in the section on knowledge production, the 
critique is more methodological and practical, than (as far as we see it) fundamental or 
radical. It is not near to being able to really change the fundamental principles and norms 
of the regime, and therefore it should not be considered a threat. Rather, it may be, as we 
present later in this study, a way of sustaining the very regime. 
With the Foucauldian approach it can be said that the above mentioned most central 
actors within GWG formulate the problem, frame the field of debate on water, and 
formulate the propounded solutions to it. They do this by referring to other meetings, 
declarations and agreements, which have all reached a level of legitimacy. This is one of 
the reasons why Foucault stressed that a genealogic analysis is so important; to perceive 
the role of the historical constructions of what we can think of, discuss and make laws 
about today (Dean 2010: 53-56). 
                                            
5 A New Water Politics 2010-2012 strategy by WWC, Ministerial Declaration of the Hague on Water Security 
in the 21st Century(worldwatercouncil.org 2000: 1), Plan of Implementation of the World Summit on 
Sustainable Development 2002: 15. 
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In this perspective the historical construction of GWG plays a central role in the seemingly 
large degree of creating ‘consensus’ on the central principles, norms and practices that 
have been discursively constructed within the GWG. And this is why we believe that the 
GWG could be described as a regime, also when considering the more traditional Krasner-
approach. 
The large stakeholders, officials of the various institutions and the participants of the 
WWF’s may share the appearing consensus and convergence on central principles and 
references in GWG - but does it mean that it also enjoys complete legitimacy? The point of 
the article by Mukhtarov (2007) is that the ‘water regime’, even though efforts have been 
made to establish it since 1977 (Mar del Plata), it still has some loopholes to be closed 
before it enjoys complete cohesion; exemplifies in his text as legitimacy (Mukhtarov 2007: 
2). The constructed consensus of the GWG seems to be based on very weakly defined 
goals and promises, without sufficient putting into practice. This seems to be the case with 
the IWRM-discourse, which will be elaborated in the next section. 
 
Summing up on the constitution of the GWG regime 
The global governance on water includes a large amount of actors, and a long row of 
meetings, conferences and summits. They all produce various documents on agreements, 
wishes and strategies. Through these publications knowledge, expertise and norms are 
produced, and through this it is possible to explore the inherent logic and rationality, 
according to the governmentality-analytic. We will argue that GWG is in a position where 
they frame the very field of discussion on water, what is talked about, when taking about 
water. Not least: they also formulate the possible solutions to the problem. This forms the 
field of interpretation, and suggests the possible implementation-models. In the case with 
water the single states are responsible for implementing the models and strategies that 
can ensure the water supply for all inhabitants. Even though very few of the declarations 
from the WWF’s and other central meetings on water supply and management are legally 
binding for states, these global processes and agreements put a pressure on the states. At 
least much of the expertise on water management is produced by the central global actors 
within GWG, and then handed over to the individual nation states as suggestions for 
implementation. The articulated role of states is that it is their responsibility to implement 
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the models, developed on the global level, so that an adequate water supply can be 
ensured for the whole population. The conduct of conduct, as practiced by the GWG 
regime, is evident in the fact that nation states are encouraged to believe that they partake 
in the process of decision-making, especially concerning modes of implementation. Dean 
describes this as: “…liberal rationalities generally attempt to define the nature, source, 
effects and possible utility of these capacities of acting and thinking” (Dean 2010: 24). The 
nation states are led to govern themselves in accordance with the rationalities prevalent 
within the regime. Dean writes how state sovereignty has changed by arguing that “In the 
international domain, we have witnessed the development of human rights concepts to the 
point where many have argued that human rights now have a priority over or at least 
modify sovereignty as the fundamental principle of international law” (Beck, 2000; 
Habermas, 2001; Held, 2004, in Dean 2010:247). 
Furthermore, Beck also states that the poorest countries are unable to turn down outside 
influence as this puts them in risk of being left out; “The supply-side states long for nothing 
more than invasion by the investors; they fear nothing more than their retreat. There is 
only one thing worse than being overrun by big multinationals: not being overrun by 
multinationals” (Beck 2002:34, emphasis added). It could be understood as a symptom of 
a globalized world in onward march, where the rationality embraces the belonging 
techniques, practices and actors rather than repelling them; or how Dean expresses it: to 
“shape conduct by working through the desires, aspirations, interests” (Dean 2010: 18) of 
the governed.  
According to the definition of Stephen Krasner a regime is based on convergence in staple 
principles and norms; if these are changed, the regime will change. On this basis we claim 
that it is reliable to call the GWG a regime, where WWC, GWP, World Bank and the 
various UN-bodies are among the dominant agenda-setters are. The construction of 
legitimacy presupposes an articulated discourse, on which knowledge, principles, norm 
and rules are produced and developed. As mentioned in this section, we have found that 
the IWRM discourse plays a central role in the GWG regime. It seems to be the core that 
all actors within the regime refer to, and in that sense, what more specifically holds the 
regime together. 
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The IWRM discourse 
Inside the GWG regime one certain strategy seems to reappear continuously as the 
proposed water policy, considered appropriate to improve the global water situation: The 
Integrated Water Resources Management. The IWRM water policy tool was first agreed 
upon at the Mar Del Plata conference in 1977 and has since, more or less, been the 
“weapon-of-choice” for water policy within the GWG Regime (Muhktarov 2007: 3; 
Rahaman & Varis 2005: 18).  
According to Global Water Partnership, “IWRM is the coordinated development and 
management of water, land and related resources in order to maximize economic and 
social welfare without compromising the sustainability of ecosystems and the environment” 
(GWP.org: 1). On this, Mukhtarov states that the “”password” for participation in the certain 
conferences” is IWRM. He calls it a global discourse within GWG, a discourse necessary 
for the endurance and further evolvement of GWG (Mukhtarov 2007: 3).  
Inside the GWG regime one certain strategy seems to reappear continuously as the 
proposed water policy that is considered appropriate to improve the global water situation: 
IWRM. The IWRM water policy tool was first agreed upon at the Mar Del Plata conference 
in 1977 and has since, more or less, been the “weapon-of-choice” for water policy within 
the GWG Regime (Muhktarov 2007: 3; Rahaman & Varis 2005: 18). 
In the majority of the texts, that are deemed relevant to the GWG regime through our 
analysis6, every single text explicitly mentions IWRM as the best suited policy for dealing 
with the water challenge. The prevalent discourse is supported from within, though 
UNESCO-IHE presents a slightly more nuanced approach. 
UNESCO is providing knowledge of a regulatory approach to water management, and is to 
be interpreted as counterweight to a more radical and neoliberal “economic good” 
approach, however, still within the broader framework of the regime. 
Further the policies are proposals produced within the broader governance regime, not to 
be understood as a radical approach, but as a way of adding nuance to the overall 
methodological concept of water. The external critique is not regarded as a real 
alternative, and is often excluded from the overall debate, because actors, within the GWG 
                                            
6 These include all the Ministerial Declarations from the World Water Forums, Global Consultation on Safe 
Water and Sanitation 1990, The Dublin Statement on Water and Sustainable Development 1992, the United 
Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED or Earth Summit) 1992, the International 
Conference on Freshwater in Bonn(2001), and the World Summit on Sustainable Development(2002).   
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regime, mainly refer to each other and thereby monopolize the truth production. 
Knowledge and truth are established referential due to the GWG-actors 
interconnectedness. 
In our effort to study what the IWRM contains, we have noticed that it to difficult to 
determine very specifically; rather it seems to be an empty shell with big intentions and 
formulations, meaning that there are only a few specific and concrete attachments. GWP 
emphasizes how IWRM is a process rather that a ‘one-shot-approach’, and that “IWRM 
has no fixed beginnings or endings. There is not one correct administrative model. The art 
of IWRM lies in selecting, adjusting and applying the right mix of these tools for a given 
situation” (GWP.org: 3). Following, the IWRM approach, like other strategies and 
programs, should be seen as a suggestion for implementation, but the responsibility to 
implement it “correctly” lies within the nation state (UNHCHR 2002: 1: paragraph 28). 
We found it interesting how the IWRM approach deals with “integrated” management, 
which is in correspondence with the “holistic” approach mentioned in the Dublin statement, 
which is often referred to as: ”Principle No. 1 - Fresh water is a finite and vulnerable 
resource, essential to sustain life, development […] Since water sustains life, effective 
management of water resources demands a holistic approach, linking social and economic 
development with protection of natural ecosystems” (GDRC.org: 1, emphasis added). The 
regime can be seen as implicitly having described a common understanding of the goal at 
hand, being the eradication of water supply issues. Although this is at times stated rather 
explicitly. It is important that it can also be seen as implicitly creating a foundation for 
initiating new partnerships and for gathering at various forums and summits. 
To further elaborate on the topic of how IWRM is used as a tool, the GWP created an 
IWRM Toolbox (gwptoolbox.org: 1), which works as a guideline for implementation, but 
also contains considerations on the more general ideas and goals of IWRM. The GWP 
was founded in 1996 (by the World Bank and UNDP (UN development Program)) to foster 
IWRM (GWP.org: 1). The literature concerning the negative aspects of IWRM seems to 
circulate only within small research communities. Examples that we have been able to find 
are, among others, a masters-project from Roskilde University (Lloyd et al. 2005), several 
UNESCO reports, and Dr. F.G. Mukhtarov of Amsterdam University. Mukhtarov is one of 
the more critical contributors to the research on water management, even though his 
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critique is not radical. He has studied the legitimacy of GWG, and notes that: “GWG 
operates through the concept of IWRM which is the embodiment of international solidarity 
and intensive efforts to solve the global water crisis. IWRM fulfills very important functions 
for the GWG and that is why it stays popular notwithstanding its vagueness and heavily 
criticized poor implementability.” (Mukhtarov 2007: 4) The actual implementation is handed 
over to the national governments, eventually with the help from development banks. Even 
though the global declarations are seldom legally binding for national governments, they 
are co-constructors of a global consensus. When IWRM is presented at the global forums 
on water as a rational and reasonable way of managing water on a global and national 
scale, what comes out as a result (the texts that we have access to; the 
statement/declaration/agreement) point at IWRM as though it is projected as the only 
solution7. As the IWRM arguably appears to be the most heavily promoted tool, it might 
also be the most important tool of conduct within the regime. The almost universal 
reference to IWRM is very much in line with the point by Mukhtarov that IWRM is a key to 
participation. The WWF’s leave no room for alternatives to IWRM and, even though, 
issues as human rights to water is debated, remains IWRM untouched as the championing 
tool. This in effect, means that the notion of water as an economic good is also untouched 
as this is an integrated part of the ideology within IWRM. (UN 1992: 1: paragraph 18.15) 
The Forums make specific note of the Dublin conference and the agenda 21 of the Rio 
summit as often as possible and in all, or most, of these documents there is also specific 
emphasis on the public-private sector cooperation or the reliance on the private sector and 
private investments in order to achieve the MDG’s (also referred to liberally). 
The right to water is described as something which is necessary for all human beings. 
Water is also pointed out as something we have a “right” to. But at the same time it is to be 
administered through a system of economics. In this way, we let economic ways of 
thinking structure our means of existence, which can be quite a difficult task because 
some goods might not fit very well into this framework, as we will discuss in depth later in 
the study. 
While the World Bank and its sister-organizations seem to be well represented at the 
WWF’s, it should also be noted that it does not seem to be the case with the 
                                            
7 Though we do not have access to any documents on how it has been debated on the forums 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governmental, as well as the intergovernmental organizations. They are of course present 
at the forums, but form no alliance in the scale of the WWC. We base this on the fact that 
they are very seldomsly referred to in texts and documents, and do not form knowledge to 
a very large degree. What seems to be prevalent is that they are included in the process 
when necessary as part of implementation, i.e. of IWRM, but within the GWG we argue 
that they seem to play a small role as decision makers (e.g. Agenda 21). The solutions are 
formulated on a global-institutional level, with dominating actors as GWP, WWC, World 
Bank and UN-bodies, and the role of the local government is rather one of implementation, 
instead of specifying ways of dealing with water-related issues.  
The UN World Water Development Report, which is a report published every third year in 
connection to the World Water Forum, recognize the diminished role of the individual 
states and the shadow-like role of development banks implicitly in the WWDR-3: “Much 
water governance takes place outside formalized legal systems, particularly in developing 
countries” (UNESCO.org: 1).  
This means that water as an economic good, a public good or a human right is not formally 
recognized8 and the regime is, therefore, not restricted by any specific treaty or legislation 
that can limit its actions. This underlines the point that the power lies in the processes and 
knowledge production, to a much higher degree than within any formal authority, and the 
possibilities for thinking are shaped by the systems and regimes of practice. 
The right to water is essential in ensuring that actors perceive water as something that all 
human beings should have access to. The UN declarations, statements and human rights 
treaties all refer to water as a human right. As opposed to the WWF’s and the WWC that 
instead recognize water as a basic human need. This is a significant detail as it allows for 
a variety of interpretation. The GWG regime moves within the framework that is provided 
by formal institutions such as the UN. It was not until 2010 that water as a human right was 
officially recognized by the UN9. The relationship between water as an economic good and 
a human right is further elaborated in the section “Goods and rights”. However, the 
discourse that moves within the framework is dependent on prevalent techniques such as 
                                            
8 The human right to water just recently implemented within the formal body of the UN. The majority of the 
applied publications in this research are published before that date. 
9 However, “water as a human right” still lack legal implementation and obedience to the human rights to 
water does not imply sanctions. 
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“human rights” and notions of public and/or economic goods. The discourse is therefore 
shaped accordingly to how these techniques appear for policy makers. This mean that the 
GWG regime operates accordingly to techniques and principles, and the discovery of any 
intent of the GWG regime’s actors, is not the aim of this study. We wish merely to address 
the rationalities within the practice regimes, and how these can be showcased in the 
actions of the actors, that help shape such regimes.  
The forums and conferences, which we examine in the following section, is therefore seen 
to be positioned in a framework where water is not, legally, a human right and has only 
been declared a public good by the UN.  
Articulations on the character of water 
The Marrakech declaration, which is the result of the first WWF, does not mention the 
word right anywhere, but specifically mentions: “In particular the Forum recommends 
action to recognize the basic human needs to have access to clean water and sanitation,” 
(Worldwatercouncil.org 1997: 1). 
The ministerial declaration of The Hague, the result of the second WWF, has a similar 
result, it recognized a number of challenges, the first being: “Meeting basic needs: to 
recognize that access to safe and sufficient water and sanitation are basic human needs 
and are essential to health and well-being” (worldwatercouncil.org 2000: 1) 
The ministerial declaration from the third WWF I Kyoto (UN 2003: 1), in 2003 did not only 
leave out the word “right”, but for the first time it did not even make any reference to water 
as a “human need”, as opposed to the two earlier declarations. Instead the focus seemed 
to be more economic in character, with emphasis on financing water programs and 
furthering economic development. Water is, in the declaration, more a means to achieve 
other things than it is an end-goal in itself, as seen in the first bulletin in the declaration, 
which addresses water as: “…a driving force for sustainable development including 
environmental integrity, and the eradication of poverty and hunger…” (ibid.). 
The ministerial declaration of the fourth WWF in Mexico again did not mention either rights 
or human needs, but stated, much like the third WWF the need to: “Reaffirm the critical 
importance of water, in particular freshwater, for all aspects on sustainable development, 
including poverty and hunger eradication” (Worldwaterforum4.ord.mx 2006: 1). The 
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ministerial declaration of the fifth WWF does, however, reintroduce the concept of human 
needs, and also for the first time mention human rights, although in very vague way: “We 
acknowledge the discussions within the UN system regarding human rights and access to 
safe drinking water and  sanitation. We recognize that access to safe drinking water and 
sanitation is a basic human need” (Worldwatercouncil.org 2009: 1) The “discussion” 
referred to can be traced to the general comment from 2002. With the aptly-named title 
“The right to water”, which states that water should be recognized as a human right. 
“Water is a limited natural resource and a public good fundamental for life and health. The 
human right to water is indispensable for leading a life in human dignity. It is a prerequisite 
for the realization of other human rights” (UNHCHR: 2002: 1: paragraph 1). 
“The Committee notes the importance of ensuring sustainable access to water resources 
for agriculture to realize the right to adequate food” (UNHCHR: 2002: 1: paragraph 7). This 
has however been changed since, and the phrase “access to water” is no longer used.  
The choice of the word “access” is very interesting, because access does not necessary 
equals “right”. It is possible to have access to something you cannot afford (Mucha 2010: 
4).  Also compared to the General Comment, 2002, where the word “right” is used: “The 
human right to water is indispensable for leading a life in human dignity” (UNHCHR 2002: 
1: paragraph 1, emphasis added).  This illustrates the uncommitted attitude from the WWF 
and the strong discursive emphasis on an economic good approach, when the human right 
to water is approached rather loosely. 
The disconnectedness between water being a human right and a human need is very 
important to the implementation options of resource management strategies. The Agenda 
21 states “Integrated water resources management is based on the perception of water as 
an integral part of the ecosystem, a natural resource and a social and economic good, 
whose quantity and quality determine the nature of its utilization” (UN 1992: 1). This in 
effect means that while water is not a human right, is it for the most part considered a 
human need, and always considered an economic good. This means that within the GWG 
regime, water maintains the position of being an economic good. The actors within the 
GWG regime actively keep perceiving water as an economic good rather than a social or 
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public good, in part, because the economic system allows it within it’s already thoroughly 
established framework.   
 
Summing Up 
Within the GWG regime the IWRM is the most widely promoted modus operandi for 
dealing with water issues and has no obvious alternative. This is because the IWRM in 
itself is very flexible and therefore can be used in a number of different constellations. One 
important aspect of the IWRM discussion is the notion of water as an economic good, and 
this does not, however, seem relevant as a topic for critical discussion within the GWG 
regime. This does not mean that it is not discussed amongst experts, but this discussion is 
kept to “closed-circle” documents such as the UNESCO report series and projects, etc. 
from universities that produce the occasional oppositional critique. The rationalities within 
the GWG regime form consent between the gathered nation-states accordingly to 
presupposed knowledge provided within the regime and the IWRM discourse. The forms 
of knowledge prevalent within the discourse are what make the foundation for what can be 
agreed upon. Knowledge and commonly accepted truths presuppose the conduct of 
states. This knowledge is promoted through the IWRM discourse. The agenda within this 
discourse is that the world’s water problems are something that must urgently be 
addressed (worldwatercouncil.org: 1, UN 2003: 2, worldwaterforum4.org.mx 2006: 1). The 
method of IWRM is praised and promoted in a way that limits the ability for actors within 
the regime to implement or consider alternatives. This is done by using a strategy that 
embodies the characteristics required to further evolve the GWG regime, namely that of 
the IWRM, so that changes in outside conditions, allow the actors within the GWG regime 
to keep onwards, instead of being forced to implement dramatic changes in existing 
policies. 
It is important to address the fact that the various ministerial declarations do not constitute 
any given course or action and are for the most part rhetorical in nature. This is especially 
evident in a text such as the Ministerial Declaration from the third WWF in Kyoto. Instead 
the declarations fulfill the role of co-producing rationalities within the regime. As they 
specifically refer to IWRM as the only real solution to the problems presented within the 
regime. It is highly likely that within the GWG regime, the actors involved are genuinely 
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convinced that in order to provide clean drinking water to the poorest countries in the 
world, IWRM is the most suitable policy in achieving that goal.  
 
Rights and Goods 
 
In the following we will examine the practices and techniques, with which water is 
interpreted by the GWG regime. As dominant actors talk about water, either as an 
“economic good”,  “social good”, or of water as being a “human right”, the focus will be on 
these concepts. We will identify how the concepts appear and what techniques they rely 
upon. We will do this in order to explore how the rationalities within the GWG are 
constructed, and how it is made possible to logically consider water as a human right, and 
an economic good. We do not present these economic considerations as tools for 
explaining that the GWG regime relies on an economic rationality. Rather we present them 
because we believe that they are helpful in identifying the way rationality and logic is 
constructed within the GWG regime.  
Goods and property 
In order to determine how to address certain goods, it is important to define the character 
of the good, i.e. if it is a public or an economic good. Also, as it appears within GWG, there 
is a focus on public and economic goods, and the interpretation of these terms. In 
neoclassical economic thinking they are principally contradictory terms. In order to 
understand how they are interpreted by the actors within GWG, we explore the fields by 
considering them as discourses and techniques that the GWG uses, in order to build its 
rationality and logic upon. To do that, is it necessary to determine what creates the notions 
of goods, within prevalent economic thinking. 
If a good should be able to operate successfully within a market economy, it is important 
that private property rights limit it, and that the production uses resources, that alternatively 
could have been used other places (Gaden et. el. 2007:304). This introduces two 
principles: exclusion and rivalry (Ibid.). If it is impossible to secure private property, it is at 
the same time impossible to prevent others from not buying the good (Ibid). It is important 
to make a good exclusive, which means preventing others from getting the good for free 
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(Ibid: 305). When the consumption of a certain good cannot be controlled, business will not 
start a production. Further, rivalry among products is important, which means that there is 
a need for substitutes. If there are no substitutes the price will not be determined by the 
option to choose another good, and the demand will therefore not be exactly constant, but 
less variable (Ibid: 306). 
These characteristics of goods in general are what shape the framework for categorizing 
goods. When a good cannot be determined as being private property, and there is no 
substitute for it, it is considered a public good. In such a case the official authorities have 
to regulate the good in order to achieve the most efficient outcome. Economic goods (or 
private goods (Ibid: 304)) are, in contrast, goods that can be limited by others, either by 
claiming something to be their private property, and rivalry10, and where the market forces 
have good conditions for setting the price. This includes externalities that are added to 
opportunity cost, in order to set the price, which depends on the demand. Here, the price 
will be determined by what kind of work that has be done in order to provide water of a 
certain quality (Rogers et. al. 2002: 3). 
Environmental Economics 
The relationship between environment and economics is based on an approach of the 
environment as being of a supplying character. This means that the environment around 
us is providing the basics of our existence: life sustaining and aesthetic services 
(Tietenberg, Lewis 2010: 15-16). These services have to be addressed within an economic 
framework in order to be priced and to determine what is good and bad in policy-making, 
in order to obtain the highest outcome for society. Within economics this can be done in 
two ways: in a market-oriented way or in a regulatory way, which more or less corresponds 
with the two notions on goods: public or economic. Common for both is that putting a value 
on the environment is necessary in order to determine costs and benefits. This means that 
before making environmental policies in order to deal with what is necessary to fulfill the 
task at hand, a value should be applied. Though it is often hard to determine a price on 
environmental services in terms of raised or decreased demand. However, an economic 
value is still added in order to determine what the costs and benefits are (Gaden et. el. 
                                            
10 There are two ways of framing property rights: riparian rights or private property. Riparian rights mean that 
both A and B can get water from the same source on two different positions of a basin: one get upstream 
and one get down stream. Private property rights on water, on the other hand, is when access is determined 
by the one there owns the land. (Tietenberg, Lewis 2010: 180-181)  
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2007: 262-264). This raises the question of how we appoint value to the environment and 
if humans should be allowed to do so, at all. If we assume that we do not attach a value, it 
will automatically default at zero, which justifies economic degradation due to its lack of 
value for humans, in economic terms (Tietenberg, Lewis 2010: 15-16). This does not, 
necessarily, legitimize market pricing in terms of the market as a determinant for price, but 
is to be understood as a tool for making estimations of what “pays off” in national 
economic terms.  Environmental valuation is in mainstream environmental economics 
accepted as being a useful approach in order to make efficient decisions (Ibid). 
The market-oriented approach relies on the market to determine what is valuable in terms 
of demand and supply. This is made on the basis of full costs, and among these are 
(environmental) externalities. Raising the full cost of an environmental service (e.g. water 
supply) will at the same time reduce the demand (Ibid: 20-21). An example could be the 
increase in the full cost of water, when purified or used in sanitation, which will then also 
raise the price for consumers/buyers. When the price of a commodity increases, the 
demand is supposed to decrease. So, the benefits for environmental services have to be 
done in accordance with what people are willing to pay, due to the increased full economic 
costs (the price). At least, this is the thinking within the neoclassical. 
 
Complications with market reliance and water as an economic good 
In the research report series “Value of Water” from UNESCO questions about the 
interpretation of water as an “Economic Good” are raised. How it is a special good, in 
some sense in opposition to a public good, and whether the market approach is a 
misinterpretation that should be avoided (UNESCO-IHE Zaag & Savenije 2006: 7). They 
claim that a kind of cost-benefit approach should be applied in order to make decisions 
about the use and importance of water, rather than simply relying on market dynamics for 
determining water prices. Van Der Zaag and Savenije (Van Der Zaag & Savenije 2002: 98, 
UNESCO-IHE Zaag & Savenije 2006: 7) claim that when examining water as an economic 
good are two schools of thought prevalent. These schools are what we already have 
conceptualized: The first one is about water as being best allocated through pricing and 
market forces, which appeals to the notion of water as an economic good according to the 
neoclassical approach to environmental economics. The second one is based on: “(…) the 
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process of integrated decision making on the allocation of scarce resources, which does 
not necessarily involve financial transactions” (Van Der Zaag, Savenije 2002: 98)  
This means that the attachment of value to the environment is to be done in order to 
analyze the cost and benefits and determine how water should be managed in order to get 
the biggest advantage. An assumption of water as being a public good is dominant here. 
There are, according to the UNESCO-IHE, several complications regarding the former 
approach of pricing water. When examining elasticity, which describes a relation between 
demand and full economic cost (Gaden et. el 2007: 74) are there are some paradoxes 
within the market-oriented thinking. Price elasticity shows the relation between price and 
demand, where a high elasticity means that the demand decrease when the price 
increase. Low elasticity means that if prices increase, it will have a small impact on the 
demand (Van Der Zaag & Savenije 2002: 102). Water has a high price-elasticity when the 
use-value is low i.e. with industry and agriculture, and the elasticity is low, close to zero 
(rigid), when the use value is high, as is the case with drinking and sanitation (Ibid). 
This draws a scenario of the demand being rather constant when the price increases, 
when talking about primary use of water.  
The high elasticity, regarding industry and agriculture, derives from the ability to make 
technological water-saving adjustments and other measures to get a better water usage 
(Ibid). But, regarding primary uses, where the elasticity is low, there is no substitute 
(rivalry), which makes demand rather constant, regardless of the price: we do not drink 
less water because it is more expensive; or at least, our need/demand for (drinking) water 
does not decrease with a higher cost. In short, water cannot, when talking about primary 
use, be addressed in a pure market-oriented optic due to these inherent imbalances. 
However, the market-oriented approach has shown itself useful in other sectors, where the 
basic needs have been covered and there are functioning water markets. This have been 
in sectors where water can be treated as an economic good, which means that water 
resources have been claimed by property rights and there is alternative choices. This 
could be in agriculture, where farmers can improve their water usage with technology and 
water saving mechanisms (FOA 2008: 44). 
Further, water is often valued higher in urban sectors than in agricultural sectors, which 
means that water is automatically (due to a market-oriented rationality) allocated towards 
these sectors (Ibid). But in economies where huge sectors of the industry are dependent 
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on output from agriculture, the market-oriented approach can be rather problematic (Ibid). 
This is because the multiplier effect is not included in the supply and demand estimation of 
total economic costs. The micro economic analysis only examines few markets, rather 
than ‘the big picture’ (Gaden et. al. 2007: 23-24). When the price is compared in the 
agricultural and industrial sector in order to determine whether a water resource should be 
sold the one or the other place, it does not, necessarily, include perspectives of future 
gains of a flourishing agricultural sector. When allocating water to the agricultural sector, 
the gain can be greater in the longer run, in spite of the fact that the price is higher in the 
industrial sector, (Van Der Zaag, Savenije 2002: 102). This can have a negative impact for 
the overall economy. An effective water system has been vital for the success of growth, 
and states have also used subsidies and other measures in order to make this happen 
(Ibid). 
 
Complications with a regulative framework and water as a public good 
There are also problems with the regulative framework. If the price does not reflect the full 
economic cost this will often lead to inefficient usage of the water. This is due to tariffs that 
are applied to diminish the full cost for certain sectors, such as agriculture (Rogers et. el. 
2002: 7). It is believed, within the discursive contexts, which favors water pricing and the 
notion of water as an economic good, that if the full costs reflect the costs of providing 
water it will allocate efficiently. This means that subsidies, among others, are what makes 
water too expensive in agriculture, and which then make farmers over-consume. “General 
reduction in water prices shields all consumers from important economic and 
environmental signals (…) Subsidy removal therefore is a step towards full-cost pricing of 
environmentally harmful activities” (Ibid: 11). If water pricing reflects what water “really” 
cost due to the internalization of environmental externalities people will use it more 
carefully and this will promote efficient usage. To sum up, are the two conceptions of water 
as follows: 1) Relying on markets dynamics and the markets ability to allocate efficiently by 
it self (economic good and pricing determined by market forces). 2) A regulative approach, 
where economic value should be used to determine best usages and making cost 
recovery and secure financial sustainability (public good). 
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Nevertheless, water resource management is basically focused on pricing, whether for 
market pricing or for determining cost and benefits, and the techniques that is mentioned 
above. However, there are uncertainties of how these two concepts should be applied to 
allocate water in terms of people’s desire to buy water as a function of price, or whether 
value should be used to allocate water efficiently according to national policies and 
societal objectives. 
  
We consider these economic techniques and practices as being discursive determinants 
for the constitution of rationality within the GWG regime. The economic principles, which 
we have accounted for, are what is relied upon within business- and knowledge-producing 
units, such as international institutions and scientific contributors. We will now focus on 
how this rationality is projected, referred to and relied upon. 
 
Public and economic goods – similarities and differences 
In the GWP TAC rapport11, “Water as an economic and Social Good: How to put principle 
into practice” the economic approach is confirmed (Global Water Partnership 1996: 31). In 
the concluding remarks they state the following: “(…) Full Cost should present the context 
for setting water prices, effluent charges, and incentives for pollution control (…)” (Ibid). 
The thinking is consistent with market-oriented environmental economics as explained 
above. Departing from the Dublin Principles and the concept of water as an economic 
good, the logic is similar in the GWP rapport. They add that when pricing water, is it 
important to consider the following: “(…) In estimating the value of water, it is critical to 
reflect societal objectives of poverty alleviation and food security (…)” (Ibid). There has 
been made space for considering what is defined as “societal objectives”, which relate for 
adoption of regulatory approaches, in order to realize the presented goal. Further, 
encouraging markets and raising water tariffs are seen as an efficient way to gain financial 
sustainability when managing water (Ibid). Water pricing and management of water 
resources should be done in coherence with societal objectives and notions of economic 
                                            
11GWP is a network that is open to governments, NGO’s, intergovernmental institutions etc. It has been 
established in order to foster IWRM and its integration, as we also mention elsewhere. In the governance 
structure of GWP the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is an integrated part. TAC has been charged with 
task to deliver an analytical framework promoting sustainable water resource management (Global Water 
Partnership 1996:3). 
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efficiency, which makes references to both a regulative approach and a more market-
oriented bias. The logic is, that when pricing water, water resources will be allocated in an 
efficient way. This is based on the assumption that demand is a function of the full cost of 
water. By pricing water, in market relying terms, it is efficiently manageable. The 
argumentation and staging of the GWP’s recommendations for water management can be 
seen as means of reasoning, and techniques that form the references for the perceived 
thinking and rationalizing. Also, as presented above, are the market-approach commonly 
accepted by both leading development institutions such as the World Bank, and within the 
business sectors. Daniel McCarthy, chief executive of Black and Veatch Water12, states 
that water is “indeed free” but: “(…) Providing water is a business. What you pay for is the 
service that gets it to you in a reliable form” (BBC 2009: 1). The approach relies on pricing 
and making water services a business matter. However, he further adds that the question 
is about, to what extent it should be profitable, which opens up to a discussion of 
normative decision-making, of whether the reliance should be on a market- or a regulatory 
framework (Ibid). But, the different approaches never question the overall framing of the 
“general“ economic framework, which implies pricing as a general principle.  
In economic forums, such as the OECD, pricing of environmental services is also seen as 
a commonly accepted discourse: “Anything scarce and in demand commands a price; this 
is one of the basic principles of economics. Water is scarce in some contexts (drought, 
degraded quality), so water pricing is increasingly seen as an acceptable instrument of 
public policy. Water-use charges, pollution charges, tradable permits for water withdrawals 
or release of specific pollutants, and fines are all market-based approaches that can 
contribute to making water more accessible, healthier and more sustainable over the long 
term. For this reason, OECD countries are working toward on the goal of “internalising” the 
full marginal costs (including environment costs) into decisions that affect water use and 
water quality.” (OECD Observer 2003: 1) 13 
Tom Jones, from the OECD environmental directorate, is emphasizing a market-oriented 
approach due to water being a “scare resource” and in order to make it more accessible 
and healthy. Further he states that the OECD countries are working towards “internalising 
the full marginal costs”. This means that the full economic cost of water will rise and fall 
                                            
12 Black and Veatch Water: A water firm specialized in water and waste treatment. (BV.com: 1) 
13 The OECD Observer informs and delivers economic and policy analysis and is directly connected to the 
OECD. (OECDObserver: 1)  
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due to all kinds of externalities. This is a step toward market reliance. Water pricing is seen 
as an efficient way to manage water. The policy advice from the OECD-Observer thereby 
rely on the techniques that are flourishing within the discourse, a discourse which derives 
from techniques and economic principles about perceiving water as an economic good, 
where the price should be determined by the market. The statement from the OECD builds 
upon references to economic techniques. 
John Briscoe, former senior advisor for water related issues at the World Bank also 
stresses that when water becomes scarcer it is logical to get “more value per drop”. He 
underscores that water subsidies have resulted in bad use of water (BBC 2009: 1). 
The problem is still the same, as Daniel McCarty also stresses: to what degree it should be 
profitable (Ibid.). But the mechanism is nevertheless the same: pricing and market 
reliance.  
The solutions within the economic discourse are dominated by practices and techniques 
that emphasize economic interpretation, where pricing is conclusive in order to manage 
water. The normative question, a market bias vs. a regulative bias, however, still stands 
open for political interpretation. As long as policy responses are within the broader 
discourse of pricing and demand mechanisms. At least this seems to have been the case 
until now; very recently the conception of water on an international level got a new ring to 
it, which will be dealt with now.  
 
From goods to rights and back again 
Water was in 2010 approved a human right by the UN General Assembly (OHCHR.org 
2010: 1, page 1). The need to include water in the framework of human rights was 
emphasized through the General Comment 1514 in 2002 (Ibid.). The formulation in the 
2010-resolution was a continuation of the General Comment, the Agenda 21 from the Rio 
declaration (1992) and other conferences and summits on the subject (Blue planet project: 
1, OHCHR.org 2010: 1, page 1).  
As water was described as an “economic and social good” in the “Agenda 21”, water is 
now based on a human right to water. As the UN human rights resolution stresses, is the 
concern about the amount of people living in poverty with no access to clean drinking 
                                            
14 The Human Rights Committee “publishes its interpretation of the content of human rights provisions”, 
which is known as the General Comments. (OHCHR.org: 1) 
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water and the deceases deriving from that (UNHCHR 2002: 1 paragraph 1 and 3). Further, 
a shift in approaches to water, mentioned rather direct in the beginning of the 2010 
resolution, can be identified:“(…) The Assembly recognized the right to safe and clean 
drinking water and sanitation as a human right that is essential for the full enjoyment of life 
and all human rights” (OHCHR.org 2010:1 paragraph 2, our emphasis). 
This is in opposition to the previous Agenda 21 (1992): 
“Integrated water resources management is based on the perception of water as an 
integral part of the ecosystem, a natural resource and a social and economic good, whose 
quantity and quality determine the nature of its utilization” (UN 1992: 1, Section II: 18.8, 
our emphasis) 
The contradiction lies in the formulations, which point to a significant change in approach. 
Where water is to be addressed as “a human right that is essential for the full enjoyment of 
life”, the former approach of water as an “economic and social good whose utilization is to 
be determined by quantity and quality” is to be challenged. The shift eventually means that 
provision of water should not solemnly be left over to market determination, which was 
already emphasized under the general comment 15 in 2002 (Bluemel 2004: 974, 
UNHCHR 2002:1 paragraph 11). The credentials of water as a public good have 
references to what have been defined in the UN resolution of water as a human right, even 
though there is a difference between the two notions. 
As with the exemplification of the human right to water, the approach is based on a need 
rather than a good. This was also explicit in the General Comment when water was 
addressed as a “public good” . The General Comment also put obligations regarding water 
rights on state-parties: 
“The right to water, like any human right, imposes three types of obligations  
on States parties: obligations to respect, obligations to protect and obligations to fulfil “ 
(UNHCHR 2002: 1 paragraph: 20). This emphasis on state obligations in different regards 
is also existent in the 2010 resolution on human rights to water: “…entail obligations for 
States parties in relation to access to safe drinking water and sanitation” (OHCHR.org 
2010:1 page 2)  
It is declared that state-parties are called upon to provide regulatory frameworks for 
service providers, implement water rights in public policy, and establish provisions for 
mechanisms of accountability etc (OHCHR.org 2010: 2 paragraph 78). The responsibility 
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of ensuring the right to water is mentioned indirectly in different categories, but also 
explicitly: “States have the primary responsibility” (OHCHR.org 2010: 1 paragraph 6). 
However, as states carry the main responsibility of implementing human rights the area is 
getting blurred when states draw upon third-party actors, as noted in the General 
Comment 15 (e.g. corporations, NGO’s etc.) (UNHCHR 2002: 1 paragraph: 24): “(…) 
when opting for this [third-party involvement, ed.] form of service delivery, the State must 
adopt specific measures which take account of the involvement of non-State actors to 
ensure that the rights to sanitation and water are not compromised” (OHCHR.org 2010:2 
paragraph 16). This is stated in reference to the General Comment 15 and state 
obligations. As the human rights are defined in the document as the “relationship between 
the state and the individual” (Ibid.), and when water concerns all individuals, regardless of 
social, political, economic and cultural contexts etc. the approach to water is addressed as 
a right that should be guaranteed by state-parties. This way of staging water, as being 
right based, and therefore in contrast to the previous categorization of water in terms of 
goods, can therefore be said to challenge old concepts. At least if we see it in a principal 
and theoretical way.  
 
Building on old concepts in new frames? 
However, as it appears in the resolution the right to water is not necessarily in 
contradiction with previous economic approaches, this is how it is argues by the UN 
general assembly: “Yet, the two issues are separate. Human rights are neutral as to 
economic models in general and models of service provision more specifically (…) the 
human rights framework does not dictate a particular form of service delivery and leaves it 
to States to determine the best ways to implement their human rights obligations” 
(OHCHR.org 2010: 2 paragraph 15). 
The point is that the human right to water not necessarily should be addressed in non-
economic ways. Water rights are addressed as a “goal” where economics can be seen as 
the method for fulfillment: the connections between “human rights and economic models” 
are “neutral”, as the UN put it. However, the human rights resolution from 2010, calls upon 
states responsibility to: “(…) Develop appropriate tools and mechanisms, which may 
encompass legislation, comprehensive plans and strategies for the sector, including 
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financial ones, to achieve progressively the full realization of human rights (…)” 
(OHCHR.org 2010:1 paragraph 8a). 
That state-parties deliver the appropriate tools and mechanisms among strategies 
(including financial). Further the point of a rights based approach as not being in total 
contrast with previous water resource management procedures is stressed. Also as the 
point presented earlier by Daniel McCarthy (2009)15 the thinking of water as being “free”16 
seems to be a shared point of view. But, he adds, “providing water is a business” and “the 
question is the degree to which it should be profitable” (BBC 2009: 1). This viewpoint is 
shared within the statements on the human right to water resolution. However, as the 
‘small-state-enthusiastic’ Cato institute17 in Bakker (2007) has been quoted: ““Water 
socialism” had failed the poor, and that market forces, properly regulated, were the best 
means of fulfilling the human right to water” (Cato institute in Bakker 2007:439). 
It seems to be a belief that the best method of “fulfilling the human right to water” is when 
“market forces” is “probably regulated”. This is both a continuation of the open and loose 
interpretation of the human rights resolution, but also a merging of human rights, economic 
goods and market forces. The techniques that have been prevalent earlier were relying on 
economic approaches to water. However, with different biases, what we see, is that we are 
now drawing on old techniques in order to promote new discourses. As it is a goal of 
staging water as a human right and make sure that all humans can fully realize the right to 
water, this does not prevent profiting on water. The thinking of water as a right is therefore 
not, exclusively, conflicting with already existing economic models and services. At least 
this is the prevalent discourse, which means that rights and goods merge into a common 
rationality, within this perspective.  
The obligations for the state parties during the General Comment 15 (2002) make the 
implementation of the right to water a matter of state praxis. There are some guidelines for 
how “water rights” ought to be accomplished and implemented, but the actual actions are 
left to the separate state-parties. And, when water is rather difficult to limit and include in 
                                            
15 This was before the actual implementation of human rights to water into the UN framework, however, the 
point is still important. 
16 We interpret the use of “free” in this context as a reference to water as being a public good 
17 Think tank there are: “dedicated to the principles of individual liberty, limited government, free markets and 
peace” (Cato.org: 1) 
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concepts of private property, due to its interconnectedness and special character18, it is 
important that everybody responds equally: if one preserves or conserves water his 
accomplishments will be neglected by the one, who does not preserve or conserve. This 
means that if one country or municipality decides to implement water rights for its 
population the polluting neighbor can very well ruin this. But as the encouragement, with 
the human right to water illustrates, do the state-parties have the obligations of fulfillment 
to establish programs and strategies (UNHCHR 2002: 1 paragraph 28, OHCHR.org 2010: 
1 paragraph 8a and 8e) 
Rights, goods and governmentality 
The method in order to secure implementation of “water-rights” is the focal point, but 
nevertheless, it is still within the framework of a partial economic basis.  The discourse of 
economic management, programs and strategies, with a strong emphasis on obligations, 
is not directly excluding the ‘right’ conception, but is rather seen as a complementation 
within the GWG regime. The practices used to making tools for governing, i.e. economic 
approaches, human rights, are what are prevalent for managing the diminishing water 
reserves. The mentality that this produces, and the conduct it promotes, is done 
accordingly to already existing techniques and practices, which means that notions of 
rights and goods shape the regime. The actors who are governed, mostly the nation 
states, can be said to be conducted, through their ‘freedom’ (sovereignty), by the non-
existence of available alternatives. The techniques and practices being produced within 
the governance regime shape a discourse of rights and goods, which state-parties and 
local authorities have to adapt to. When bearing in mind what Beck so profoundly stated in 
“Global Water Governace”: “The supply-side states fear long for nothing more than 
invasion by the investors; they fear nothing more than their retreat”, illustrating the value of 
investment19 and its pursuit of conducting the actors behavior. Rights and goods are what, 
to some extent, governs within the regime. As Beck also notes: “Globalization is a 
narrative about power, not about digital space and financial markets” (Beck 2007: 34), this 
narrative is fostered by techniques that conducting actor’s behavior. When Dean notices, 
                                            
18 Water has a combination of characteristics that make it different from any other good, which in 
combination make it a unique resource; it is essential, scarce, fugitive, bound to a eco-system, bulky, non-
substitutable and not free tradable (Savenije 2002: 742-743) 
19 We interpret investments as a reliance on programmes and strategies (because there have to be a “thing” 
to invest in) both emphasized through the IWRM discourse and through UN human rights documents 
(General Comment etc.).  
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that states are conducted through their freedom, (i.e. sovereignty) this is to be understood 
as the regime conducting its units, by letting them pursue their freedom in terms of 
realization within a framework based on notions of rights and goods. 
The human rights’ coincidence with public goods makes the GWG regime broader 
especially in terms of the rights to water being directly implemented in the human right 
charter. Even though the human right to water alter the goal, the techniques and the 
general method are still the same. The discourse derives on unchanged techniques in a 
broadened regime due to its acceptance of a critique that have been prevalent since 1992, 
as the water as an economic good was first perceived.  
As Dean (2010) stresses, rationality is what can be done, thought and imagined in 
coherence with the available knowledge. And as the techniques and practices appear 
through human rights and notions of goods, the production of knowledge and truths within 
exactly that framework shape rationality of the GWG regime. As rationality is what can be 
done referential to established and known knowledge, the techniques from which the 
rationality derives, form the conduct of the governed. What is thinkable is what we know 
about. This makes the techniques and practices a conducer for the field of policy-making, 
which then shape the direction for future debate on a previous contingent rationality. The 
rights and goods are not in opposition within this rationality, but can be seen as a 
continuation of each other, and this shapes policy-making.  
Summing up 
The concepts ‘economic good’ and ‘human right’ are within the GWG framework 
neutralized to each other, both in a practical-methological and rhetorical way. As we have 
also identified elsewhere in this study (in the section on the GWG regime, and in ‘the 
IWRM discourse’) the actors within the GWG regime all to refer to each other, and earlier 
agreements and declarations, more or less directly. With the recent ratification of water 
being a human right, the debates and governance-processes may take a new angle in 
2011, when the WWF will be held in Marseilles. What seems to prevalent until now, 
though, is that the constructed logic in the link between human right and economic good 
have in some way supported the more traditional economical thinking on water 
management. It is a way of making neoliberalism more ethical and acceptable, where it 
risks being confronted with moral questions such as how it can be justified that people 
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without an income should pay for water, which is so essential for life. What can also be 
noted is that on the basis of the General Comment 15, from 2002, the logic of the ‘right 
and good’ combination was already built up before. It has been articulated as a human 
right before it was formally declared. Hence, the GWG regime does not have to develop 
new arguments or discourses to legitimize and rationalize the new situation with water 
being a formally declared human right.  
 
Production of knowledge and formulation of policy 
A very important dimension of Global Governance in general, and not least the GWG, is 
the production, gathering and sharing of expertise and knowledge, in this case on the 
management of water. Knowledge and expertise (i.e. what is declared as expertise) can in 
many ways be said to form the foundation on which agreements and policies are made. 
Mukhtarov presents a model of the evolvement of the GWG that includes three loops:  
1) knowledge-production, which began in the 1960’s and 1970’s on a regional and 
transnational level,  
2) policy standardization and formulation, performed by Global Knowledge Networks 
created in the 90’s and onwards, and  
3) policy promoting, and “marketing” oriented at implementation (from 2000 and 
onwards)(Mukhtarov 2007: 6, 10)20.  
This chapter will deal with how knowledge is produced and made available for actors 
within GWG, and how it can be said to form policies and solutions for implementation. 
What is central here is how creation of expertise is able to shape not only policy, but also 
the very field in which it is possible to think ‘policy’(Dean 2010: 38-39). In the Foucauldian 
understanding of government, mechanisms of knowledge-production are very central in 
the perception of governmentality as a dispersed form of rule.  
The various forms of knowledge, Gavin Kendall says, can be said to be associated 
together in a ‘convenient package’(Kendall 2004: 65), indicating that it is created to be 
                                            
20 He bases this model on several theorists of international networks and policy processes such as Peter M. 
Haas (Epistemic communities and International Policy Coordination, 1983) and Powell and Di-Maggio (The 
Iron cage revisited: institutional isomorphism and collective rationality in organized fields, 1983) and Stone 
(Global Knowledge Networks and International Development: Bridges and Boundaries, 2005). 
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usable, relevant and ‘desired’. What we will present in this section is among other things, 
how IWRM can be understood as an example of a convenient package, to which 
knowledge, mentality and rationality are attached.  
The knowledge production processes 
According to Mukhtarov, the first loop of the GWG model is covered by what he calls the 
‘Epistemic Community’ on water, referring to the theory of Peter Haas (1983, see 
footnote). Haas defines an epistemic community as a network of professionals with 
recognized expertise and competence in a particular domain, with an authoritative claim to 
policy-relevant knowledge within that domain or issue area (Haas 1992). The actors of an 
epistemic community share common ideas and beliefs, and they are, by being providers of 
information, characterized as being able to lead the direction for state behavior (Haas 
1992:3-5). Bodies such as UNESCO-International Hydrological Programme (IHP), 
International Water Resources Association (IWRA), and International Water Management 
institute (IWMI) constitute the epistemic community within GWG, Mukhtarov states 
(Mukhtarov 2007: 7). IWMI was funded in 1984, and has since then made a huge amount 
of material on water expertise, especially with focus on Asia and Africa. They were rated 
as ‘outstanding’ by the World Bank in 2008 (IWMI 1), it can therefore be assumed that 
IWMI and its principles are generally appreciated by the World Bank. In their Strategic 
Plan for 2009-2013 IWRM is one of the leading guiding principles (IWMI 2). They work in 
partnerships with other international research centers on water, sanitation, agriculture etc. 
Among these partners are the GWP and the UN World Water Assessment Programme 
(UNESCO 2009), held by UNESCO. Yet another UN body is part of what Mukhtarov 
names the epistemic community; UNESCO-IHP that was created in 1975, is UNESCO's 
international scientific cooperative programme in water research, water resources 
management, education and capacity-building (UNESCO IHP 1). UNESCO must be said 
to be a significant provider of research and knowledge in the field of water; another 
UNESCO-body, UNESCO-IHE, funded in 2003, is (according to themselves) the largest 
water education facility in the world (UNESCO-IHE.: 1). We will return to some 
considerations on the role of UNESCO-IHE later. IWRA has since its constitution in the 
mid-1970s published the journal ‘Water International’ (IWRA 1), a central contributor of 
updates from the most recent academic work on water. They describe themselves in the 
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following way: “IWRA is about networking. Bringing together the people, information, and 
organizations that are vitally concerned with the global sustainability of water resources. 
IWRA is one of the founding members of the World Water Council and played a key role in 
its formation as an organization committed to global water policy.” (IWRA 1) As they 
mention, they are also intertwined with WWC. The presented institutions above are only an 
extract of all the actors that can be characterized as representing the epistemic community 
on water.  
In the second loop of the constitution of GWG, we find, according to Mukhtarov, the Global 
Knowledge Networks (KNETs). They also produce knowledge as the Epistemic 
Communities, but they also spread and use the knowledge, by marking the process of 
policy standardization and formulation at the international level(Mukhtarov 2007: 8). Within 
the KNET’s in GWG is the World Water Council, who – as we have described earlier – 
facilitate the World Water Forums where all the officials and authorities meet and formulate 
international agreements on water management. The goal of the KNETs is, according to 
Mukhtarov, to “incorporate professional bodies, academic research groups and scientific 
communities that organize around a special subject matter or issue”(Mukhtarov 2007: 7).  
The third loop is what he calls Global Public Policy Networks (GPPN), which are 
characterized as being more institutionalized as the epistemic communities and KNET’s; 
they enjoy the status as an almost “delegated authority” and are often criticized by 
scientists for oversimplifying the science made by researchers and scientists(Mukhtarov 
2007: 8). We find this notion interesting: to be able to ‘market’ the knowledge, the hyper-
complexity is to be replaced by more simple models, easy-to-communicate, and easy-to-
use-expertise. The continuous reference to IWRM could be an example of how knowledge 
is compressed and packed in a ‘convenient package’, as Kendall calls it (Kendall 2004: 
65). 
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The “convenient package” IRMW  
 
The ‘pillars’ of the IWRM, as presented by GWP on their webpage, cover a broad 
spectrum of what we would consider a convenient package, or with another name; a 
knowledge regime. Production of the necessary knowledge lies inherent in the below 
presented elements.  
In the section on IWRM discourse we claimed that within GWG regime there is a tendency 
to rely on IWRM as the “weapon of choice” which seems to be followed by a continued 
reliance on the economic framework. This was also elaborated the in “Rights and Goods” 
section where we presented how human rights and economic goods are not considered to 
be in opposition, but rather are seen as continuations of each other. The knowledge relied 
upon is the knowledge that could be applied in coherence with already existing knowledge 
networks. Within the GPPN’s on water we have Global Water Partnership, as we have 
mentioned earlier. Among other central publications on water, they have formulated the 
“IWRM Toolbox” in 2003. On the toolbox website (gwptoolbox.org) they write “Working 
with multiple stakeholders, GWP identifies critical knowledge needs at global, regional and 
national levels, and facilitate the sharing of that knowledge so that policy makers and 
development decision makers will pursue an integrated approach to water resources 
management”(GWP 1). Without doubt they are the most influential promoters of IWRM: 
they have also published the educational book “Integrated Water Resources Management, 
IWRM Pillars 
An IRWM approach focuses on three basic pillars and explicitly aims at 
avoiding a fragmented approach of water resources management by 
considering the following aspects: 
• an enabling environment of suitable policies, strategies and legislation 
for sustainable water resources development and management,  
• putting in place the institutional framework through which to put into 
practice the policies, strategies and legislation, and 
• setting up the management instruments required by these institutions to 
do their job. 
 
(GWP.org: 3) 
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Better water management for development” (2009), numbering 228 pages. All of the 
presented institutions and actors within the three ‘loops’ are in some way referring to each 
other; either directly or indirectly. Most of them are advocating for IWRM as the strategy 
that can solve the water challenges of the world, and all seem to express an aim of 
facilitating knowledge for policy-making. Following the Foucauldian approach on 
government, we can use the example presented from Kendall on ‘producing a one-way 
system’, or a ‘one-way street’(Kendall 2004: 65). It is a symbol of accomplishment of 
government that all spheres and network work according to the rationality of the 
government regime. He writes, “what is required, then, for an association to become a 
one-way street is for a knowledge to be constructed that can be easily and efficiently used 
in a network”(ibid.). As we have already alluded at, this seems to a large degree to be the 
case with IWRM within GWG. 
 
Flexibility and broadening of the regime 
It is important to point out that the knowledge networks in general (all 3 loops) are not 
exclusively built on consensus; or at least, there are also some critical voices within the 
knowledge networks of GWG. The UNESCO-IHE, which is UN’s “Institute for Water 
Education” has published remarkable critical research on IWRM.  
Pieter van der Zaag presents one example of this, in report no. 19 in the ‘Value of Water 
Research Report Series’ from 2000-2006 (UNESCO-IHE). Pointing at the 4th Dublin 
Statement, which states water as an economic good, his argument is that water is a 
special good for which there is no substitute, and therefore its allocation is a societal 
question that cannot be left to market forces alone (UNESCO-IHE, Zaag & Savenije 2006).  
The same author has, with his college Hubert H. G. Savenije published an article with 
slightly the same messages and point in the journal Water International, created by IWRA . 
The GWG regime has, with contributions such as these, ensured that the pitfalls are 
considered, and that strategies, models and policies can be adjusted in order to work 
better. The word better is here to be understood as more efficient, more legitimate, more 
inclusive etc. 
The report series derives from the project “Water Footprint”, which started as a research 
  52 
program between UNESCO and two Dutch universities; today the website of Water 
Footprints (Waterfootprint.org) is maintained by the two universities alone. Even though 
several of the reports from 2000-2006 point at the risks on managing water as an 
economic good, and criticizes the market fundamentals within water management, among 
their partners, we found some of the very big multinational companies like the Coca Cola 
Company, Dole Fruit, Nestlé and Heineken (Waterfootprint.org 1). Assuming that these 
MNC’s are concerned about their ability to maintain market-shares and continued 
progress, their support of the project highlights the flexibility of the regime. Especially when 
corporations, that are deeply concerned with profit and making money, support a project 
that is “critical” of the notion of water as an economic good. It further illustrates what we 
noted in “Rights and Goods”. That rights and goods are not necessarily in opposition. The 
support of a right-based discourse underscores the merging of human rights and economic 
goods, with the prospect of creating profit within a framework that includes a human right 
to water. There is apparently also corporate interest in the knowledge production regarding 
the framing of human rights and its framed adaptability to existing economic frameworks. 
UNESCO-IHE, as the ‘largest water education facility in the world, and the only institution 
in the UN system authorized to confer accredited MSc degrees’ (UNESCO-IHE 2) should 
therefore be understood as a significant contributor of a research “family” (tradition/regime) 
providing nuances and other perspectives to the GWG21. This leads to a notion presented 
by Kendall: to sustain the regime of a given issue (here GWG regime) the produced 
knowledge, networks and policies have to be flexible, broad and inclusive. As he writes, a 
knowledge regime requires flexibility and ability to reformulate and reroute commands 
when it is necessary (Kendall 2004: 66). This means that a network which is exclusively a 
“one-way system”, based on a considerable consensus, excluding other perspectives, is 
unlikely to be successful in the long run. To further expand on the theory presented by 
Kendall. We can add that openness of ‘other perspectives’ could also be seen as a source 
of legitimacy. If the scientists of UNESCO (a UN body with high authority) could not 
publish their critical research reports, it would be outrageous and close to expurgation. In 
some ways it can be said that this broadness and openness of the regime upholds it 
                                            
21 They also write that ”UNESCO-IHE is instrumental in strengthening the efforts of other universities and 
research centres to increase the knowledge and skills of professionals working in the water sector” 
(UNESCO-IHE 2) 
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legitimacy; and makes the processes of GWG appear as professional, effective, and 
trustworthy. We are not arguing that the GWG is not trustworthy; this is not the aim of our 
study, nor is our theoretical and empirical basis broad enough to come up with a qualified 
estimation of that. What we can argue is that GWG appears to enjoy sufficient legitimacy 
and therefore continue, and build on earlier agreements and decisions. Furthermore they 
continuously refer to IWRM as the preferred strategy. And as we have mentioned earlier, it 
can be claimed that recently GWG has showed its adaptability and flexibility; it has 
nuanced the ‘economic good’-rhetoric, in favor of a human right-discourse, that still relies 
on economic approaches in the effort to realize the right to water, as it has been stated in 
various declarations and other documents.   
In line with this, the status of the UNESCO-IHE reports should also be considered; are 
they dominant within the more formal and authoritative part of GWG? And is it even a very 
radical critique, being more methodological than ideological? The critical assessments 
may only present nuances and point out pitfalls of the current management of water, and 
the research is made mostly on a normative level. But if it is not ‘usable’, ‘communicable’ 
or even ‘sellable’, it may not be used for more than only presenting nuances within the 
GWG. And then it stays in the research level, accounting for the contributions that make 
the regime flexible and legitimate - ensuring that an alternative route is presented in case 
of “emergency” (breakdown, too much critique from the population of the poorer countries 
or demands from other Global Governance regimes, outside the GWG).22 The knowledge 
production is also, when referring to the techniques, as in the “Rights and Goods” section, 
based on an economic approach. By showing that notions of economic goods and human 
rights do not necessarily oppose each other, this stresses the point of the knowledge 
production as being produced within an overall economic framework. This shapes 
knowledge production and policy formulation, when this is only done in accordance with 
established techniques: a human right to water is formulated in coherence with an already 
established economic framework.  
The rationality that frames knowledge­production 
As we have presented, the IWRM-approach (discourse) owes a part to the Dublin principle 
                                            
22 Luc Boltanski & Eve Chiapello present an interesting view on critique in their work ”New Spirit of 
Capitalism” from 1999, arguing that capitalism has an inherent ability to absorb or neutralize critique, and 
then use it to develop and sustain the processes and expansion of capitalism 
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stating that water should be considered an economic good. The framework for knowledge 
production within GWG can be said to be historically formed, partly by the two discourses 
(the IWRM discourse and the principles that was manifested in Dublin): they have been 
declared and re-established several times since Mar del Plata in 1977. Hence, the results 
of these processes in the knowledge, need to be defined in accordance with these 
principles (as an example see the GWP earlier in this section). The global knowledge 
networks, epistemic communities and Global Public Policy Networks are then expected to 
provide the research that can fill out those knowledge-holes.  
In a master thesis from Athabasca University, Kristen Mucha has examined how the water 
privatization-discourse is “muddying the world’s water” (the title of her paper). She argues 
that this discourse is presented heavily by the World Bank and other central institutions in 
the field of GWG. She refers to Wanner (2007)23 who notes that, “The Bank has been re-
inventing itself as the ‘Knowledge Bank’ since 1996” (Wanner 2007: 158, in Mucha 2010: 
14). And that, “transfer of ideas and knowledge has been of greater value than financial 
lending for the Bank’s role in promoting and establishing global consent for the dominant 
‘development’ ideology” (Wanner 2007: 160-161, in Mucha 2010: 14). This is an 
assumption, which fits with the Foucauldian understanding of power; it lies not only in a 
formal authority or in financial capabilities, but also in the spread of ideas, regimes of 
practices and ways of thinking. Michael Goldman argues in line with this, in his article 
“How “Water for All!” became hegemonic: The Power of the World Bank and its 
transnational policy networks” (Goldman 2007) that the World Bank’s policy campaign for 
water privatization has not only been constituted by financial lending to poor countries. He 
argues that it has also “marked to entrance of new transnational codes of conduct […] and 
the normalization of transnational corporations as the local provider of public services and 
goods” (Goldman 2007: 797). This, he claims, is based on the presumption identified by 
the World Bank and their “allies” pointing at the ‘fact’ that if a state cannot deliver 
something as basic as water, it is a strong indication of a general failure of public-sector 
capacity. As a response, the private sector then takes action (ibid.). 
                                            
23 Wanner, T. (2007). The Bank’s ‘Greenspeak’, the Power of Knowledge and 
‘Sustaindevelopment’ In D. Moore (Ed.) The World Bank, Development, Poverty, 
Hegemony. (p. 145-169). United States of America: University of KwaZulu-Natal 
Press. 
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The World Bank has, since 1994, trained more than 9000 professionals from 90 countries 
in their “Water Policy Capacity Building Program”; all in all they have trained more than 
48.000 professionals in collaboration with more than 400 partner institutions (World Bank 
2002, in Goldman 2007: 789). The World Bank can, in this sense, be seen as a significant 
provider of training on water, and the framing of the field within knowledge is produced can 
following be sad to be shaped by the World Bank rationality and logic. 
The point presented by both Mucha and Goldman is that a dominant privatization-
discourse has marked the field of water management in the transnational water policy 
network (we assess that his notion ‘transnational policy networks on water’ could be 
translated more or less directly to what we in this study call the GWG regime). Mucha and 
Goldman claim that this privatization-discourse is largely supported by the World Bank’s 
development programs, and by the several institutions initiated and funded by the World 
Bank; such as WWC, GWP and World Commission for Water for the 21st century 
(Goldman 2007: 790-794, Mucha 2010:14). This is in accordance with what our research 
has also pointed at.  
Goldman presents a perspective on the line of reasoning that historically has been 
constructed by the transnational policy networks on water, or, as we name it, GWG 
regime. The line of reasoning, that constitutes what Goldman names the “global 
consensus” on water, begins with identifying that the world’s poor are suffering heavily in 
lack of sufficient access to clean water. This is seen as a result of inefficient and indifferent 
governments that have treated water as if it were a free natural resource. Because these 
governments have not realized water’s true costs, a culture of ‘wastefulness’ among the 
population has evolved. Therefore, water has become scarce. To solve that problem, the 
transnational policy networks on water are advocating the pricing on water. On that basis, 
they cleared the way for the big water corporations, who had discovered the “huge growth 
potential” in privatizing water (Goldman 2007: 793). An example if this reasoning is seen in 
the report “Water for the Poor” by World Business Council for Sustainable Development: 
“Providing water services to the poor presents a business opportunity… this program has 
the possibility of creating huge employment and sales opportunities for large and small 
businesses alike” (WBCSD 2002: 8).  
Goldman, among others, also presents several examples of how the demands or 
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‘conditionalities’ of the World Bank loans are “forcing” the recipient countries to privatize 
water (Goldman 2007: 790, 794). This is also the case with the Structural Adjustment 
Programs that abundantly came with the loans in the 80’s. 
The World Bank and their partners WWC, GWP and World Commission on Water for the 
21st Century all support IWRM. They also more or less directly suggest privatization of 
water, which is principally possible - and legitimate – as a consequent of considering water 
as an economic good. This fundament means good funding possibilities for national IWRM 
projects; the World Bank made 276 water supply loans between 1990-2002 (Goldman 
2007: 795). The countries that suffer the biggest lack of access to clean water are the 
poorer countries in the South; the countries that are (still) dependent on loans and 
development aid. And this is exactly the raison d’être of the World Bank. They, as well as 
WWC, GWP and the other mentioned actors, are indeed shaping the knowledge on IWRM 
and water management in general. Presumably, few states have the capacity and 
resources to fund adequate research-programs on water as alternative to the research 
made by the global knowledge network-partners. All these factors point to the fact that the 
GWG regime can be difficult for states to oppose. In this context it should also be noted 
that water issues are often transboundary, which means that international agreements are 
necessary. This study will not cover examination on the nation states’ implementation, but 
what we can assume is that the GWG regime presents a ‘convenient package’ of 
knowledge, expertise, policies and funding that together to be put out to the national 
governments for implementation. Consequently, it is very plausible that implementation will 
happen in accordance with the GWG rationality.  
Summing up 
In line with the power-knowledge relation presented by Foucault we argue that a central 
part of GWG lies within knowledge production on the management of water. Following the 
three loops put forward by Mukhtarov, GWG is constituted of several levels and actors 
who safeguard the foundation on which policy is made. Rhese processes frame and 
formulate what is to be talked about, when talking about water. As we have accounted for, 
they all refer to IWRM as the preferred strategy to solve the world’s problems. IWRM may 
be seen as a simplification of a complex set of knowledge, which makes it a usable and 
convenient ‘package’ to be marketed as expertise for policy-makers. This also forms the 
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suggestions put forward to the nation states who are then responsible for implementation. 
IWRM- and privatization-programs are often well funded by the World Bank, who has, not 
only the financial capabilities, but also a power projected in the spread of ideas, regimes of 
practice and ways of rationalizing. This produces, with the words of Kendall a “one-way 
system”. The necessary flexibility and openness is ensured by the UNESCO-IHE, who can 
be seen as safeguarding the regime’s ability to reroute if needed. In this way knowledge 
production (and the control over knowledge production) should be seen as a central 
technique of rule.  
 
Conclusion and further perspectives 
We have researched the GWG regime as a regime, in accordance with the theory of 
practice regimes by Dean, allowing us to map out the GWG system, as it appears to be in 
our point of view. We have strived to discover the rationalities within the GWG and how the 
concept of water is interpreted within this. 
Within the Global Water Governance system there seems to be a strong common field of 
reference between the actors. This field of reference can be characterized as being both 
self-referential and inter-textual and functions as a global-problem solver trying to reverse 
water scarcity trends (Goldman 2007: 794). It appears that both the self-referential 
approach and the belief that global problems can be addressed sufficiently within the 
regime, helps drive the Global Water Governance further. A general approach to water 
management is seen as having been legitimized within this system by shared concerns, as 
well as reliance on the notion of creating consensus and agreements that help justify the 
main goal.  
We find IWRM staged as a central referential concept for creating rationality; meaning that, 
to some extent, the rationalities of the regime is contained within the methods and ideology 
of IWRM. Due to the fact that IWRM, in its most current form, departs from the Dublin-
principles, and by that, includes the conceptualizing of water as an economic good, the 
inherent rationality is then able to promote a reliance on economic frameworks. However, 
this framework is rather flexible as it both contains notions of regulation as well as market 
reliance. As the human right to water has been introduced as a critique of the previous 
approaches within the Global Water Governance system, this has, at the same time, been 
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absorbed rather easily, to some extent, because of the point of reference, within the 
already established economic framework. Human rights and notions of economic goods 
are in this way seen to converge and can be interpreted as a continuation of each other 
within Global Water Governance, meaning that what is posed as a critique is not 
necessarily a critique within the prevalent rationality, but can be merged coherently. 
The IWRM can be seen as that ‘convenient package’ which can be referred to by all 
actors; it presents a basis of knowledge, suggestions for policy, and both financial, 
environmental and social dimensions – featured by the term ‘holistic’ and ‘integrated’ 
approach.  
The rationality derives from the previous techniques in order to form policies concerning 
the future, where critique is adopted in this process, in order to broaden the regime. Water 
as a human right already seems to be conceptualized within the economic framework. We 
see rationality being produced within the previously mentioned context of inter-
referentiality and the concepts of techniques, which gives the production of knowledge a 
pragmatic form. The produced knowledge, within Global Water Governance, is then a 
factor which we see playing a large role in expanding the agenda of the regime, which can 
then re-constitute the conduct of conduct.  The critique put forth against the regime is seen 
as becoming merged into the overall framework of an economic approach, possessing a 
high level of adaptability, and implementing notions of human rights, to fit into the overall 
rationality. When actors refer to each other, and conduct policy by relying on techniques 
and practices, already established within the Global Water Governance, this encourages a 
rather unitary conduct of conduct. As our research on the knowledge- and policy 
production within the GWG regime showed, the various organizations and institutions 
dealing with global management of water have different ways of appearing, but our 
research has pointed out, that it seems to be merely a question, of different shades of the 
same color. However, this implies, as the limits of the prevalent rationality defines the 
space for conducting policy, that policy which is not based on this rationality, will not be 
integrated into the regime. This curtails the possibilities to perceive new alternatives.  
The characteristics of governmentality, as presented by Foucault, is conducting actors and 
governing them through their freedom, desires and interests. We see the Global Water 
Governance regime as offering possibilities of utilizing the actors’ own interests through 
various programs and strategies, whether they are based on goods or rights. The 
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rationality within the regime then implies the encouragement and “programming” of actors, 
and functions as a conductor, forming the behavior of actors.  What we have identified, 
guided by this theoretical and methodological approach, is that the global governance on 
water management has constructed a rational framework of water being an economic 
good, a public good and a human right on which national policy can be made. 
 
Perspectives and validity 
The question of national policy and self-determination of states could indeed have been an 
area for further elaboration, in a hypothetical extension of this study. Our study departs 
from post-structuralism, which has been crucial to how we have analyzed the GWG 
regime. Having addressed our study with an emphasis on realism within a framework of 
international relations, the role of states would have played a more dominant and diverse 
role. We could have asked how the global governance on water could have been 
understood in an international society-perspective; how shared norms and values of states 
regulate international relations, including question of diplomacy, order, and international 
law.  
With an underlying basis pointing at an understanding of power as fragmented, relational 
and ubiquitous, we have not considered the states as possessors of power as such. Nor 
have we studied how states have chosen to implement the strategies on water 
management suggested by the GWG regime. This is not because we do not acknowledge 
the role of states; rather, our perspective goes beyond the states.  
  
We have presented a perception that identifies how available fields of thinking and frames 
for policy-making are systemized by global discourses and knowledge productions on 
water. This leads us to the interesting question of sovereignty of states, which has also 
shown to be a central issue in global water management. According to the notion of rule as 
relational, liberal actors are not determined to act in certain ways; nor are they forced. 
They are ruled through their freedom (or formal sovereignty), according to their own 
desires and interests; or, what appears as rational inside the practice regime. It could be 
interesting to examine how states then interpret and apply these established frameworks 
for thinking in their national laws; to see if it shows to be in accordance with what this study 
assumes. Also, as we assume that techniques are constructed in a historical process; as a 
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product of governing traditions and relational processes; where perspectives of techniques 
and global governance could be controlled by powerful state actors that promote and 
execute agendas of national interest in an instrumental fashion.  
 
According to a Foucauldian approach, it is also central to consider how a practice regime 
refers to and builds on practices and rationalities from outside the regime; because all 
regimes are constructed historically and contextually. The study of actors “outside” the 
GWG regime could also be of relevance in an extension of this study, such as the role of 
Social Movements and NGO’s. They often speak the voice of the population, and 
presenting a slightly more critical approach and posses opposing rationalities, from those 
of the officials and ministers from the various institutions leading the governance 
processes. Referring to this we would like to note that within a regime of government 
‘counter-conduct’ is also of great importance; actors do have the possibility to work against 
the regime. This is a dimension, which could have been elaborated further in this study. 
Especially as our study can seem rather deterministic, as we do not include opposing 
actors that express this counter-conduct, is it important to consider what could have been 
included in order to curtail this. This could have been elaborated by including the notion of 
counter-hegemony by Gramsci and Cox, which explains actors resisting and positioning 
against hegemonic structures.  
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